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Preface to the second edition 


I began to write the first edition of this volume in 1993 with a sad_sense 
of obligation. The violent end of the former Yugoslavia forfeited what 
had seemed to most Western observers a better chance to transcend 
the limits of a postwar Communist regime than any member of the 
neighboring Soviet bloc possessed. When the chance came for all of 
Eastern Europe after 1989, that Yugoslavia had become a place, in the 
introductory words to a famous American film, “that we read about 
only in the history books... gone... with the wind.” I tried to separ- 
ate my history book from the nostalgia of Gone with the Wind, with its 
exaggerations and omissions of what was lost. But I also sought to 
stand back from an understandable disposition in the successor states, 
shared by too many Western observers, to see their ethnic majorities 
and their territories as having little past connection — certainly nothing 
constructive — with each other or with two common states. 

The ethnic wars and troubled transitions that have marked the efforts 
of the successor states to disentangle themselves from those really exist- 
ing connections have now spanned an entire decade. Their struggles 
provide the primary justification for this second edition. Its lengthy new 
chapter on the period 1991-99 records some progress and achievement 
among the successor states but leaves me with another sad task, with 
less to celebrate than to lament. In proceeding into these most recent 
years, I was obliged to rely on sifting through secondary sources and 
my own observations from a dozen visits to the region during the 
decade. The primary sources on which historians prefer to rely remain 
to be fully studied for the first Yugoslavia and fully opened for the 
second. Despite their near total absence for the 1990s, the toll of dead, 
displaced, or disconnected even before the recent tragedy in Kosovo 
is simply too great, the stakes too high for all of Europe and also the 
United States in preventing more ethnic warfare and in reconnecting all 


of Southeastern Europe, to avoid facing the challenge of what I have .= 


elsewhere called instant history. 
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Considerable reason exists for the considerable effort that I have 
expended in revising the introduction and eleven chapters of the first 
edition. The recent warfare in the one successor state to continue ysing 
the name Federal Republic of Yugoslavia demanded greater i fe 
to the ethnic history of Kosovo, Macedonia, and Montenegro, My 
conscious neglect of separate cultural histories has been repaired where 
space permits and soine relevance to a common heritage or inter-ethnic 
relations exists. I have paid special attention to clarifying the simplifications 
or correcting the simple errors of fact that were most frequent in the 
initial, century-spanning chapters, useful as they were to critical readers 
from one special perspective or another who wished to dismiss the 
subsequent bulk of the book on that basis. 

I found further reason for revision, and also for the added chapter 
12, in the continuing absence of any new survey of the former Yugosla- 
via since my first edition and, at the same time, in much impressive 
new research and scholarship, along with a flood of journalistic treatment, 
on particular parts and periods. The footnotes to the new chapter list 
twenty publications treating the 1990s alone, and the expanded biblio- 
graphy adds forty books in English or German. Important new works 
in what are now separate languages for each successor state dot the 
revised chapter notes. I also took particular pleasure in drawing on 
the books or doctoral dissertations of nine younger American scholars: 
Melissa Bokovoy, Audrey Helfant Budding, Jill Irvine, Carol Lilly, 
Katherine McCarthy, Nicholas Miller, Marko Prelec, Veljko Vujacic, 
and Andrew Wachtel. Their work first became familiar to me when 
they attended the annual Junior Scholars Training Seminar of the East 
European Studies program that I directed for the Woodrow Wilson 
International Center for Scholars from 1987 to 1997. 

Mention should also be made of the advantage that I have tried to 
take from the numerous reviews of the first edition, a series of round- 
table and individual discussions on that volume with scholars in the 
successor states, my consultation of an important new archive, and 
finally several readers of the new chapter. This is not the place to 
appreciate the majority of quite favorable reviews or continue the de- 
bate between myself and Ivo Banac — in the Slavic Review, 58, 1 (1999): 
281 — about whether my initial chapters point to the rise of an inevit- 
able Yugoslavia. Here it is more appropriate to note the two reviews 
which were most useful to me for their detailed appraisal and construc- 
tive criticism: James Krokar on the Internet’s HABSBURG Reviews, 
1997/20, and Slobodan G. Markovi¢ in KniZevne novine from Belgrade, 
October 15, 1997. Round-table discussions at the Law Faculty in 
Ljubljana, the Institute for Contemporary History in Belgrade, the 
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Macedonian Academy of Sciences and Arts in Skopje were also valu- 
able, as were individual meetings there and in Zagreb, Dubrovnik, and 
Sarajevo. I profitably consulted the newspaper collection at the new 
Open Society Archives at the Central European University in Budapest. 
And my special thanks go to Steven Burg, Lenard Cohen, and Charles 
Ingrao for their comments on an initial draft of the new chapter. 

The heavy responsibility for what is said there and elsewhere in this 
volume reinains my own. I have tried to be clearer, if not briefer, about 
this complex subject which citizens and students seek to understand 
and about which policy makers have had and still have decisions to 
make. I have also tried, as the discipline of history demands, to stand” 
back from the conflicting certainties of recent experience remembered, 
and then used as a path to explain the past. After a decade of dissolu- | 
tion and war, such memories work to deepen ethno-centric divisions | 
across the successor states. And they continue to tempt Western ob- : 
servers with their simplifications. I stand back as well from speaking for 
the two lost Yugoslavias, let alone encouraging the prospect of a third. 
I ask only that we seek out the several-sided histories that brought 
both of them together and broke both of them apart. Neither of then 
deserves to be left to the single source of recent memory. 


John R. Lampe, College Park, Maryland September 1999 


Note on pronunciation yi, 


The joint language known as Serbo-Croatian in the former Yugoslavia 
(and since 1991 divided into the historically separable Serbian and 
Croatian languages) is spelled phonetically, that is, each letter of the 
alphabet always represents the same sound. The following guide to 
pronunciation is based on the Latin alphabet, used in the Croatian 
variant of Serbo-Croatian. Diacritic marks are used with certain con- 
sonants to indicate sounds which have a separate sign in the Cyrillic 
alphabet, used in Serbia, Macedonia, and Montenegro. 
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as in Scottish 
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a in father 
b in bed 
ts in cats 
ch in reach 
ch in reach and t in tune 
d in dog 
jin John 
d in duke and dg in bridge 
e in let 
fin full 
g in good 
ch in loch 
iin machine 
y in yet 
k in kite 
1 in dook 
ll in mulhon 
m in man 
n in net 
Nn in new 
oO in not 
Pp in pet 
r in run (slightly rolled) 
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sh in she 
t in tap 
u in rule 
v in veil 
z in zebra 
s in pleasure 


NON << GB aM 


xxi 


em 


Introduction. The search for viability 


The avowedly Yugoslav director, Emir Kusturica, originally intended to 
call his controversial film commemorating the collapse of the Socialist 
Federal Republic of Yugoslavia “Once There Was a Country,” or Bia 
jednom jedna zemlja. His producers, perhaps with an eye to the Cannes 
Film Festival where it won a Golden Palm in 1995, later abandoned 
the title of the novel on which the film is based and chose the more 
marketable and more literal, “Underground.” Indeed, the bitterly 
powerful plot takes us through the half century from 1941 to 1991 in 
the company of Communist Partisans whose corrupt leader keeps them 
underground for decades after the Second World War. They stay in a 
cave underneath the old Belgrade fortress, believing that the Fascists have 
not been defeated and the war rages on above them. When the leader’s 
scheme finally collapses in the 1960s, he blows up the cave but fails to 
kill them all. Only with the disintegration of Yugoslavia and the warfare 
of the early 1990s can the last survivors take their revenge on him. 

The title of Dugan Kovacevi¢’s novel avoids the allegorical inference 
that Tito kept Yugoslavia’s population “underground,” or uninformed 
about the outside world until his death in 1980. In addition, the plain- 
tive, almost Arthurian original may alternatively be translated as “Once 
There Was One Country,” reminding us immediately that separate if 
similar parts were put together. The origins and trials of Yugoslav 
political unification preoccupy this volume. The First World War gave 
birth to one Yugoslavia that the Second World War destroyed. That 
same war then created quite a different sort of Yugoslavia. 

The subtitle for this book, “Twice there was a country,” sounds less 
plaintive and also reminds us that a first Yugoslavia, 1918-41, pre- 
ceded the second, 1945-91. Neither deserves idealization as some latter- 
day Camelot, beyond even the “Yugo-nostalgia” of some former citizens. 
But damnation as a dictatorship, first royal and then Communist, is 
also undeserved. The following chapters suggest that these two multi- 
ethnic states had strengths as well as weaknesses. Both struggled to 
achieve a viability that eluded them in the end. 


2 Yugoslavia as History 


The bloody end of the second Yugoslavia tempts Western observers 
to trace the struggles of these South Slav, that is, Yugoslav, peoples and 
states backward from the present impasse. But going forward inte the 
past makes for bad history. The recent wars of Yugoslav succéssion, 
surgically separating Slovenia but bloodying first Croatia and’ Bosnia- 
Herzegovina and then Kosovo and Serbia, have surely made it more 
difficult for the participants themselves to detach their own history 
from the past decade. Beginning in the late 1980s, politically manip- 
ulated media encouraged Serbs and Croats, the two largest ethnic groups, 
to think of the other’s present intentions as biologically driven by 
exclusivist, nineteenth-century nationalism and a disposition to repeat 
the crimes of the two world wars. Too many Serbs saw Bosnian 
Muslims, the former republic’s largest ethnic group, as Turks or Slavic 
turncoats ready to resume the Ottoman Empire’s exploitation of the 
Serb peasantry with conversion to Islam the only escape. Thus did the 
respective leaders and media make the others’ present populations 
into “imagined adversaries.”’ They also encouraged foreign observers 
to assume the revival of old alliances — Serbs with Russians, Bosnian 
Muslims with Turks, and Croats with Germans — whose historical 
dimensions all sides have since wildly inflated. The shock of the recent 
wars and the disruption of everyday life still make the present hard for 
the survivors to comprehend without falling back on selective historical 
memory and false analogies. The most heroic character in Kusturica’s 
film is a prisoner of memory and analogy. All the more reason for this 
volume to track with as much detachment as possible the converging, 
separate, and ambiguous currents that challenged both Yugoslavias. 

Unlike the Nazi destruction of the first Yugoslavia in 1941, the col- 
lapse of the second fifty years later came as a shock to the Western 
world. Most observers had given Yugoslavia’s viability the benefit of 
the doubt since Tito’s regime had survived the split with Stalin and the 
Soviet bloc in 1948, Its widely advertised devolution of economic power 
to self-managed enterprises and their workers’ councils won further 
respect. Tito’s diplomacy balanced artfully between East and West 
and made Yugoslavia a founder and the only European member of the 
Non-Aligned Movement. By the 1970s, Tito was an aging Communist 
leader who, like counterparts in the Soviet bloc, kept too much of the 
central government’s reputation bound up in his own personal author- 
ity. Still, open borders and perceptibly higher standards of consump- 
tion set Yugoslavia apart from the best of the Soviet bloc. European 
and American tourists flocked to the Adriatic coast, and over 1 million 
Yugoslavs, from guest workers to professionals, were employed or study- 
ing in the West. Academic exchanges opened many doors. Easy access, 
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a dramatic past, and an innovative present attracted more Western 
scholars and study than any Communist country save the Soviet 
Union. In 1961, Ivo Andrié won the Nobel Prize for Literature, and 
Miroslav KrleZa was also a candidate. Western readers rightly saw 
Andrié’s work as Yugoslav rather than ideologically socialist or ethnic- 
ally nationalist while Krleza’s credentials made him a forerunner of the 
East, really Central European dissidents of the 1980s.’ 

Contrary to the expectations of émigré opponents, no tremors por- 
tending disintegration followed Tito’s death in 1980. The successful 
staging of the 1984 Winter Olympics in Sarajevo and the ongoing 
achievements of Yugoslavia’s athletes, authors, and film directors told 
the outside world that all was still well. Had not the population con- 
tinued to rise, to 23 million, and the proportion calling themselves 
Yugoslavs climbed past 5 percent in the 1981 census? In any case, especi- 
ally for Americans, a federation seemed the appropriate framework for 
a multi-ethnic state to address its problems. 

The two penultimate chapters of this book detail the deadly prob- 
lems that did accumulate by the end of the 1980s. Unemployment rose 


past 15 percent and inflation accelerated toward 3,000 percent in 1989. =—- 


Open ethnic disputes exploded in Kosovo and at least surfaced in Bosnia, 
just as the sort of dissent already challenging Soviet bloc regimes spread 
from Slovenia. Meanwhile, Slobodan Milosevic tried to step into the 
vacuum left in the country’s Communist leadership by Tito’s death, 
but succeeded outside of his Serbian base only in alienating the non- 
Serb public and their political élites. When Slovenia’s own Communist 
leadership joined local dissidents in rejecting a crudely recentralized 
Yugoslavia just as Communist power collapsed across the Soviet bloc; 
dissolution followed. Then came the essentially ethnic wars which domin- 
ate a final chapter on the successor states. 

In the words of one Belgrade historian, “Yugoslavia began and ended 
with Slovenia.” The leading Slovenian politician of the first Yugoslavia, 
Monsignor Anton Koroec, argued that “even a bad Yugoslavia is bet- 
ter than no Yugoslavia.” Tito’s Slovenian ideologue, Edvard Kardelj, 
had crafted the second Yugoslavia’s federal structure in part to pre- 
clude the large Croatian and Serbian territories -that the realignment of 
internal borders in 1939 had promised. Without Slovenia to create a 
broader balance beyond that between Serbs and Croats, the second 
Yugoslavia’s framework of six federal republics and two autonomous 
provinces could not easily survive. Serbs constituted significant minorit- 
ies in Croatia as well as in Bosnia-Hercegovina and Kosovo province. 
The ethnic politics that MiloSevi¢ had launched in Serbia to save Com- 
munist power now came back to threaten, or seem to threaten, those 
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minorities. Imprisoned by history, although no more than was Croatia’s 
new anti-Communist leadership, Serb elements were persuaded to force 
their way out of the hastily recognized new states of Croatia and Bosnia- 
Herzegovina in 1991-92. (The latter’s Bosnian Muslim leadership 
reverted to the German spelling of Hercegovina so as to emphasize 
the break with a Serbo-Croatian identity.) Macedonia also declared its 
independence. Montenegro stayed with a Serbia that now included the 
previously autonomous provinces of Kosovo and Vojvodina in a rump 
federation. The second Yugoslavia ceased to exist. 


The idea of an inevitable Yugoslavia 


Inside and outside what is now the “former Yugoslavia,” its costly 
demise has not surprisingly given new life to the notion that its creation 
was a mistake from the start. Many insiders now call the country that 
survived for seventy years in two incarnations an artificial creature whose 
deformities made collapse inevitable. A Serbian version sees the first 
Yugoslavia as a burden imposed by the powers at the Paris Peace 
Conference of 1919 on their wartime ally Serbia and the second as one 
imposed by the Croatian Communist Tito and an anti-Serbian Soviet 
Union. A Croatian version cites the disintegration of Yugoslavia as 
final proof that the Paris peace treaties erred in helping create the first 
Yugoslavia after the First World War. /if the principle of ethnic self- 
determination introduced by US President Woodrow Wilson justified 
the dissolution of the multi-ethnic Habsburg monarchy, how could it 
accomunodate another one in the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, 
as the first Yugoslavia was christened? / Among the outsiders, some 
Habsburg historians are attracted to this view. Many Western journal- 
ists and politicians unfamiliar with Balkan history have jumped at a 
more questionable notion, the region’s “age-old antagonisms.” If prim- 
ordial hatreds had set Serbs, Croats, and Muslims at each other’s 
throats from the Ottoman conquest forward, they offered both a simple 
explanation for the recent Yugoslav tragedy and a ready rationale for 
avoiding any significant involvement. 

How different these views sound than the general consensus about 
Yugoslavia that had prevailed since the 1950s. Most scholars who en- 
listed in the Western army of Yugoslav specialists, the present author 
included, simply assumed that the country would and should continue 
to exist. Officially approved historians of Tito’s Yugoslavia went a step 
further. They called the very creation of their kind of Yugoslavia inevit- 
able. Drawn like many Marxist scholars to the idea of inevitable his- 
torical processes at work, they sought like their Soviet counterparts to 
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explain how longer-term forces, and not just the fortunes of war, brought 
them to power. Instead of reading the origins of industria] capitalism 
in their lands back to the earliest possible moment, however, they gave 
pride of place to the inevitable convergence of the South Slavic ethnic 
groups that Yugoslavia brought together. Each of the six federal repub- 
lics — Serbia, Croatia, Slovenia, Bosnia-Hercegovina, Macedonia, and 
Montenegro — had its own history, separate from the others, but to seek 
any political or economic preeminence from the distinctions was to 
succumb to “bourgeois nationalism.” This tendency was the fatal flaw, 
rather than “capitalist exploitation,” that supposedly undid the first 
Yugoslavia. Its authoritarian evolution and Great Serb impositions on 
other ethnic groups were blamed primarily on the Belgrade bourgeoisie, 
with their counterparts in Zagreb sometimes named as accomplices. 
In return official Serbian historians could divide the responsibility for 
the war crimes of the Second World War between the Germans (rarely 
referred to as Nazis) and the fascist regime of the Independent State of 
Croatia (NDH). For all Yugoslav historiography, the Serb Chetnik 
formations could then be held accountable only for their opposition to 
the Communist Partisans and their collaboration with the Nazi invaders 
exaggerated, As in the Soviet Union, younger, more able historians 
avoided the interwar and postwar periods. 

A project to write the history of Yugoslavia in a single volume soon 
put this consensus under pressure. A four-volume effort of the 1950s 
had already failed to get beyond the first two for the less controversial 
period before 1800. The new work was begun in 1966 at the height of 
liberal reform. But Vladimir Dedijer, et al., A Short History of Yugosla- 
via (New York: McGraw Hill, 1974) was not completed in Serbo- 
Croatian until 1972. By then Tito had brought the liberal era and its 
emphasis on political tolerance to an end. The volume’s Serb and 
Montenegrin authorship might have created less controversy if the 
two authors of the nineteenth- and twentieth-century chapters had not 
suggested that forces other than foreign domination and bourgeois 
exploitation stood in the way of unification. The respected Sarajevo 
historian, Milorad Ekmeci¢ argued that religion, specifically the policies 
of the Croatian Catholic church, had constituted a serious obstacle to 
the unification and secular modernization that should otherwise have 
followed more successfully from a common Serbo-Croatian language. 
Dedijer was a restless journalist turned historian, after earning renown 
as Tito’s wartime colleague and biographer. His chapters highlighted 
Croatian crimes against Serbs in both world wars. His case against the 
Serbian and Croatian bourgeoisies as the bane of interwar Yugoslavia 
was too sketchy to be convincing. By 1979 Serbian historian Mom¢ilo 
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ZeCevic was able to open a country-wide conference on the initial 
unification after the First World War by criticizing the ideological con- 
sensus around the Yugoslav idea.* P 

The postwar evolution of Yugoslav scholarship about vecoslavia 
should not detain us further. Stevan Pavlowitch and Ivo Banac have 
provided prudent guides, from somewhat different points of view, 
through the 1970s and 1980s.* The collapsing consensus on an inevit- 
able Yugoslavia did permit more forthcoming and accurate accounts of 
the world wars and interwar period, first from Croatian and then from 
Serbian and other Yugoslav historians. Without these historians, as 
footnotes will attest, this volume could not have been written. 

’ None of them would have the political impact of three works written 
primarily for polemical purposes during the 1980s. Numerous Western 
accounts of the country’s collapse cite the publication, if not the exact 
content, of the 1986 Memorandum of the Serbian Academy of Sci- 
ences. It protested the abuses that postwar Serbia had supposedly suf- 
fered in Yugoslavia in general and Serbs in Kosovo province in particular, 
thus providing ammunition for MiloSevi¢’s nationalist campaign. Less 


: publicized in the West were the forbidden but still circulated writings of 


Franjo Tudjman, the future president of Croatia, cataloguing the injust- 
ices that he Saw-inflicted on Croatia since the First World War, while 


: from Belgrade, Vojislav Ko8tunica and Kosta Cavoski wrote a volume 


+ ene 


' decrying the way that a Coniniunist political tionopoly was imposed on 
- postwar Serbia,’ In different ways, all three questioned the legitimacy of 
' Tito’s Yugoslavia and played a part in its disintegration. But they also 
* posed the question of whether any single Yugoslavia was a legitimate 
: state and by implication raised the prospect of inevitable dissolution. 


The search for a viable Yugoslavia 


The chapters that follow suspect all inevitabilities. They acknowledge 
the separate cultural legacies and literatures of these largely related 
peoples, but neglect their distinctive substance. These brief pages con- 
centrate instead on how these peoples mixed and migrated across proxim- 
ate lands, and where they intersected with one another — politically, 
economically, and also culturally — before and during their unification 
twice in this century. More specifically, who were they historically and 
who were their leaders? Tito’s individual identity counted; others’ did 
too, What structures and ideas drew them together or divided them? By 
structures, we mean first the stuff of state-building, that is, political cul- 
ture and legal framework more than ethnic distinctions. We also focus 
on socio-economic or religious institutions more than class relations 
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and on warfare or other dealings with near neighbors more than with 
distant powers. The former were generally more important than the 
latter, supporting the thesis of a leading western scholar of nationalism 
that the three forces crucial to coalescing ethnic identity into enduring 
national consciousness have been state-building experience, religious 
organization and military mobilization.° All three forces played their 
parts, perhaps more than socio-economic structures, in bringing both 
Yugoslavias together and in breaking them both apart. 

By ideas, we mean first the romantic rationales for a new South Slav 
state that emerged during the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. 
They confronted a slowly declining Ottoman Empire and a slowly mod- 
ermizing Habsburg monarchy before 1914. Prior to the nineteenth cen- 
tury, these two empires had divided almost the entire sparsely populated 
territory between them for nearly 300 years. By the end of the nine- 
teenth century native populations were growing as the imperial hold 
on them weakened or shifted its ground. The shared imperial legacy of 
corporate privileges for ethnic groups rather than individual rights, com- 
mon as well among early modern European states, would none the less 
Jeave permanent marks on native aspirations for independence.’ Then 
the First World War swept both empires away. The army of already in- 
dependent Serbia was essential to the formation of the first Yugoslavia, 
as were Tito’s Partisans to the creation of the second. Still, ideas mat- 
tered both times. Andrew Wachtel’s persuasive study of the Yugoslav 
idea finds the interwar state seeking to create a single synthetic South 
Slay culture, much as the postwar Communist regime relied on a unify- 
ing ideology.* Both states also drank of the romantic notion that Serbs, 
Croats, and Slovenes were the organic stuff of one nation. 

Forming the second Yugoslavia seemed initially to pose fewer com- 
plications than the first. The Partisan cause brought together people 
from all the constituent ethnic groups, although precious few Albanians 
and Hungarians, to fight on the winning side. Its Communist leader- 
ship could thereby proclaim a supra-national, Soviet-style federation 
under the party’s central control. But when the republics received or 
wrested significant authority from the center, the balance of power 
across the federation became a crucial issue. Back came the claims and 
counterclaims that had competed across the interwar period in the first 
Yugoslavia. 

Two practical motives and the promise of external security also favored 
a single Yugoslavia. They were the same set that succeeded for Western 
Europe after the Second World War in building the institutional struc- 
tures needed to realize them. One was the desire for representative 
government. Surely one could draw some acceptable balance, federal or 
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otherwise, between the provincial parts and the capital city. Between 
1921 and 1974, no less than six constitutions and one confederal agree- 
ment (in 1939) sought to draw that balance between Belgradeand the 
rest of Yugoslavia. The second was the attraction of economic integ- 
ration. It promised a larger internal market and greater comparative 
advantage in the international trade that revived briefly in the 1920s, 
but boomed from 1950 to 1980. In addition, as NATO did for Western 
Europe vis-a-vis the Soviet bloc, a single state also afforded Yugosla- 
via’s parts more secure relations with the seven potentially hostile 
neighbors that ringed its borders after the two world wars. 

All three of these state-building motives — political, economic, and 
military — played their part in promoting the viability of both “really 
existing” Yugoslavias. Struggling with them for predominance through- 
out were three romantic nineteenth-century ideas for the creation of a 
unitary nation-state — Great Serbia, Great Croatia, and a Yugoslavia 
founded on the assumption that at least Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes 
were one ethnic group. Any nation-state, it was assumed before 1914, 
had the potential to assimilate smaller ethnic groups, not by force but 
by the attraction of the successful European-style modernization that 
was supposed to follow from political unification. The nation-state’s 
new high culture, secular and open to an increasingly educated popula- 
tion, would assimilate all in its path. Such was in fact the case, Eugen 
Weber has argued, for nineteenth-century France.* Pre-1914 Serbia 
appeared to start down the same track. Yet it would scarcely be easy for 
a single state to accommodate three national ideas. The first Yugoslavia 
sought such a synthesis, the second to rise above it. A larger, multiethnic 
Yugoslav state would need and never sufficiently find the sense of 
common citizenship and individual responsibility overriding even the 
majority’s ethnic origin that Rogers Brubaker has called the real distinc- 
tion of pre-1914 France.’® : 

The everyday interaction of peoples nonetheless cut into their ethnic 
segregation for much of the history of the two Yugoslavias. To the 
extent that it did, the experience of a common state held the upper 
hand over any of the three romantic conceptions of a nation-state. 
Where it did not, the viability of Yugoslavia was threatened. Two exter- 
nal shocks were still needed to make that threat lethal — the Second 
World War and the contagious failure in 1989 of the postwar Com- 
munist regimes. 


1 Empires and fragmented borderlands, 
800-1800 


What did the 1,000 years prior to the modern era have to do with the 
development of the two Yugoslav states created during the twentieth 
century? Or with nineteenth-century ideas and momentum for a state 
of South Slav, that is, Yugoslav, peoples? By 1800 the territories that 
later became Yugoslavia had suffered even more warfare and forced 
migration, foreign intervention, and internal division than had their 
Mediterranean or Central European neighbors. These lands had no 
chance of sharing in the economic upswing that spread through most of 
Northwestern Europe during the eighteenth century. Political disarray 
had deepened economic backwardness during the millennium between 
the dawn of the medieval centuries and the end of the early modern 
period. 

To understand that disarray, we look first at a small population 
scattered across a difficult landscape, poorly suited for premodern com- 
merce but accessible to foreign armies. Native ethnic groups, although 
culturally close, found themselves generally isolated from one another. 
Yet where they were intermingled, they coexisted constructively. There 
is scant evidence of the long-standing ethnic hostility that some journal- 
ists and politicians, but few scholars, have used to explain the recent 
warfare on the ruins of the second Yugoslav state. Serbs, Croats, and 
finally Bosnians established briefly viable, native states during the medi- 
eval period. Although their territories overlapped, they did not fight 
each other and disappeared instead due to internal weakness and exter- 
nal adversaries. 

The powerful forces of the Ottoman and Habsburg Empires, advan- 
cing from the east and north, respectively, made sure that none of these 
native states would survive into the early modern period. The Ottoman 
defeat of Serbian forces at Kosovo in 1389 proved to be the one decis- 
ive and long-remembered battle. Otherwise, the two empires left their 
marks primarily through the institutional frameworks they imposed. 
Both possessed their own set of coherent institutions, but both failed to 
apply them uniformly across their Balkan borderlands. They came to 
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rely on local corporate privilege more than central control of these 
multi-ethnic populations. Political fragmentation only increased under 
the long, imperial regimes. After imposing impressive institudonal uni- 
formity at the start, the Ottoman Empire allowed different sets of rules 
and ruling groups to prevail in Serbia, Macedonia, Montenegro, and 
Bosnia-Hercegovina. For the Habsburg lands, the territories we know 
as the present states of Croatia and Slovenia were each divided among 
four or more distinct jurisdictions. The institutions under civil or military 
rule differed fatefully. 

There were exceptions to the pattern of imperial fragmentation, as 
we shall see at this chapter’s end. Limited commercial connections 
between the regions developed under the aegis of the multi-ethnic em- 
pires and even passed between the two of them. An independent 
Dubrovnik, Ottoman Sarajevo, and the Habsburg lands that became 
the Vojvodina were focal points. Cultural connections that had barely 
existed within or between the lost native polities of the medieval period 
now laid groundwork both for their national revival and for a South 
Slav (or Yugoslav) idea and economy, if not yet a state. The two 
twentieth-century Yugoslavias would still have to contend with a multi- 
plicity of historical legacies and with the geographic fragmentation nur- 
tured by the wooded mountains that are, in fact, the English translation 
of the Turkish word, Balkan. 


Mountains first, water last 


The diversity of geographic features is spectacular, as the late Fred 
Singleton noted, in a territory whose size, one-quarter million square 
kilometers, is barely larger than the United Kingdom. The prevalence 
of uplands poorly suited to cultivation and the absence of an extensive 
river network for bulk trade kept the density of population strikingly 
low. An attendant lack of urban centers and intensive agriculture per- 
sisted into the nineteenth century. By 1800, despite an eighteenth- 
century increase, the population of the future Yugoslavia numbered not 
much more than 5 million, a density of roughly 20 per square kilometer. 
E. L. Jones has tellingly contrasted this low population count and lack 
of cities to the higher densities of early modern Western Europe.’ Both 
deficiencies reinforced the geographic barriers that were too low to 
prevent outside penetration but too high to permit widespread integra- 
tion of any one ethnic group with another. 

Stark, striking vistas of the Dinaric mountains lie deceptively close to 
the soft contours of the Dalmatian coast and long-civilized towns like 
Dubrovnik. From the earliest centuries, these rugged bands of mountains 
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and uplands, running northwest to southeast and in some places com- 
ing within a few miles of the Adriatic Sea, have separated rather than 
connected. This “vertical north,” as Fernand Braudel dubbed the Dinaric 
range, confined Mediterranean political influence to the coast and left 
the dispersed inland settlements isolated from each other and from an 
adequate food supply.” Like the rest of the Mediterranean, the Adriatic 
coast lacked the fish and arable land needed to make up this deficit. 
Unlike the rest, it was not short of timber. Ship-building flourished 
until the modern era and helped link the Dalmatian ports with the 
wider European world from the medieval period forward. 

There were no ties, however, between the coast and the largest, most 
fertile stretch of lowlands, the region of the former Yugoslavia most 
capable of producing the grain surplus needed to feed the uplands. A 
fertile northern plain extends from western Croatia to eastern Serbia. 
This plain had the preindustrial potential to connect east and west and 
to feed the south. But the rivers and the valleys through the mountains to 
the south were too small and too few to permit the bulk trade crucial to 
population growth in Western Europe. 

The Dinaric dividing line, as it turned south, also reinforced the 
border between Eastern and Western Christianity that proceeded from 
Bosnia to the coast just south of Dubrovnik. What trade, livestock 
herding, and other traffic there was between the coast and the hinter- 
land tended to move north and south through mountain valleys, thereby 
making the economic connections between east and west minimal. Yet 
the predominant uplands were hardly impassable to foreign armies and 
domestic populations. Their movements blurred ethnic as well as reli- 
gious borders, pulling or pushing the forerunners of Orthodox Serbs 
and Catholic Croats into or out of the same territory. Even when they 
settled in the same area, the rugged uplands helped keep them isolated 
in separate villages. 


Mountains 


Some 45 percent of the territory of the former Yugoslavia rises at least 
500 meters above sea-level. While the Julian Alps reach into Slovenia 
and the Balkan range into Macedonia, it is the Dinaric chain and its 
periphery that predominates. Its southeasterly course from Croatia 
to Hercegovina and Montenegro has long been renowned for the 
high karst (anhydrite) surface that covers fully 10 percent of the area in 
Map 1.1, Its limestone rock pulls precipitation into underground channels, 
leaving ‘the arid soil above barren for cultivation of any kind. Access in 
summer to the water underground does at least support upland grazing 
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for livestock. The northeastern Dinaric terrain of Bosnia and western 
Serbia, however, consists of crystalline rock that retains surface water. 
The forest cover that once lay over this more favorable soil also offered 
better chances for later cultivation and settlement, particularly in the 
highland plateaus and valleys near the Sava and Morava rivers, in 


Slavonia and Serbia, respectively. 


Lowlands 


If defined as land less than 200 meters above sea level, lowlands com- 
prise only 29 percent of the territory of the former Yugoslavia. They are 
concentrated in the north from the Ljubljana basin in the west, across 
Slavonia to the Vojvodina in the east. This eastern plain contains the 
richest, loess-covered soil and accounts for 20 percent of the former 
Yugoslavia’s arable land on less than 9 percent of its territory. But here 
periodic floods alternate with droughts caused by barely 20 inches of 
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annual rainfall versus nearly 30 inches to the west. Such a climate 
posed problems for the first Slav settlers comparable in the American 
experience to the homesteaders in Nebraska. In Macedonia the former 
lake basins surrounding the Vardar river are too isolated and choked by 
soil from the erosion of the long-deforested hills to provide a similar 
center for grain cultivation in the south. The northern Macedonian 
lands that became a Yugoslav republic lie far enough south, however, 
to grow cotton and tobacco. 

The limited areas higher than 1,500 meters are divided by what 
geographer George Hoffman called “corridor valleys reaching into the 
heart of the region,” opening it up to “people and ideas from nearby 
power centers,” while the rugged and diverse relief preserved upland 
isolation and protectionism.’ The region’s accessibility has doubtless 
contributed to the myriad of east-west lines that geographers have drawn 
to mark the cultural division between Mediterranean and Central Euro- 
pean influences. The lines run from the Adriatic coast and Greek Mac- 
edonia, the furthest south, to the Sava and Danube rivers, the furthest 
north. Over most of this territory, however, these two influences were 
mixed rather than separate or hostile by the late nineteenth century. 


Rivers 


The Danube provided the Balkans with its major premodern connec- 
tion to Central Europe. Navigable from Uim in German Baden south- 
ward through Vienna and Budapest, the great waterway enters the 
former Yugoslavia in the east as the border between Slavonia and the 
Vojvodina. The Danube draws on the Drava and Sava rivers, if not 
their tibutaries, to constitute the one commercially useful network for 
the region. No navigable river flows north from either the Adriatic or 
the Aegean Sea. The longest entirely Yugoslav river, the Sava, is not 
navigable from its Slovenian source until halfway to Belgrade, nor are 
any useful stretches of its four southern tributaries, from the Una in 
Croatia to the Dnina that divides Bosnia from Serbia. The Morava 
river, connecting the Serbian interior to the Danube, was also unable to 
carry the bulk trade essential to modern economic integration and to 
the growth of large cities. A Central European regime came down the 
Danube, with the Habsburg advance almost to Belgrade by 1700, but 
its political and cultural influence south into Serbia and Macedonia 
would not be significant before the nineteenth century. 

In sum, the geographic contrast berween the lands of the former 
Yugoslavia and Northwestern Europe could not be more striking. The 
latter’s fertile lowlands, abundant rainfall, and easy access to the sea or 
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a river network are all missing. Economic development or integration 
without them would be difficult. 
a 


The medieval model for political integration in Southeastern Europe 
was a loosely structured, ethnically indistinct kingdom or empire, rather 
than a centralized state based on national identity. Such nation-states 
were not conceivable before early modern England and France finished 
what Henry V and Joan of Arc set out to do in the fifteenth century. 
The Holy Roman and Byzantine Empires were instead the regimes that 
first Croatia, then Serbia, and finally Bosnia sought to emulate and 
even rival. 

Their populations were primarily South Slavs, descended from Slavs 
who had moved southwest into the region from the sixth century on- 
ward. Serbs and Croats, as well as the disputed Bosnian and Montenegrin 
admixtures, spoke roughly the same language, distinct from the more 
loosely related languages of the Slovenes in the northwest and the 
Macedonians to the southeast. Neither of these latter two peoples would 
create medieval states for reasons that are clear for the Slovenes (their 
Frankish German domination) and controversial for the Macedonians 
(the question being how separate they were from the Bulgarians and 
their Second Empire). But the populations of such medieval polities 
surely attached more importance, at the time, to their religious identity 
in newly accepted Christian churches than to brief native states. These 
regimes, four if the Bulgarian empire is added, overlapped fatefully m 
Macedonia and Bosnia-Hercegovina. Their common Bosnian territory 
would help bring the modern claims for Greater Serbia and Greater 
Croatia (the native usage is “Great”) into conflict. 


Brief native states, long remembered 


Croatia 


The tribes whose southwestern track toward the Adriatic and conver- 
sion by Latin priests marked their initial distinctions as Croats reached 
the Dalmatian coastal towns by 600. They came as South Slavs, pos- 
sibly stirred by an Iranian admixture shared with rather than separating 
them from the Serbs. And they came as pagans, attacking the small 
Christian population of Romanized Illyrians whom they soon absorbed. 
The Croats’ own conversion to what became Roman Catholicism 
occurred over the next 300 years, inland under the loose Frankish regime 
and on the coast from a neglected interplay between Latin and Byzan- 
tine influences. Byzantine authorities, anxious to deny Venice the political 
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authority they sought to reestablish for themselves, recognized the re- 
gime of the first recorded Croatian ruler, Tomislav, at Biograd in 910. 
They even swallowed his confirmation as king by the Pope in Rome, 
already informally independent of the Christian church’s eastern center 
in Constantinople. 

Further pressure from an expanding Venetian coastal empire pushed 
subsequent Croat kings into close cooperation with the growing Hun- 
garian kingdom to the north. Indeed, Venetian rule over most of the 
Istrian peninsula and the Dalmatian coast continued intermittently from 
this early date through the eighteenth century. Expanding inland, the 
Croatian state found its ruling feudal nobility unable to produce an heir 
to the throne at the end of the eleventh century. In 1102, the Hungarian 
king assumed the throne under a joint agreement, the Pacta conventa. 
Thus began the separate but unequal existence of Croatia within the 
Hungarian kingdom that finally ended in 1918. For most of that 
period, the Croatian nobility kept their titles, their assembly (or Sabor), 
and rural authority in Croatia proper. But in recently acquired Slavonia, 
that authority was lost to the Hungarians, and in Bosnia, to a series of 
other regimes beginning with the Byzantine Empire in 1167. 

The restoration of a Great Croatian state within its broadest eleventh- 
century borders, including Dalmatia, Istria, Slavonia, and even Bosnia- 
Hercegovina, as well as Croatia proper, has attracted advocates from 
the nineteenth century forward. Croatia proper continued to exist as a 
separate political entity, even after the 1102 agreement with Hungary, 
but neither it nor the other four territories were successful in state- 
building on their own terms. Hungarian, Venetian, Ottoman, and finally 
Habsburg sovereignty stood in the way. 

Religious division also stood in the way of a more unified Croatia. 
The inland peasantry converted to Christianity under a liturgy and Slavic 
alphabet (glagolica) ministered by native priests who married, wore their 
hair long like the Byzantine clergy, and knew no Latin. Early in its 
struggle with Constantinople for control of the Dalmatian coast, Rome 
felt obliged to accept such priests as a political concession. By the tenth 
century, papal authorities tried to confine the liturgy to Croatia and 
suppress the recruitment of any more glagoljas priests. Their principal 
Croatian allies were the nobility, particularly from the coastal cities that 
were already well within the Latin orbit. 

The struggle over use of the Latin versus Slavic-based glagolitic 
alphabets continued among Croatian churchmen beyond Rome’s formal 
break with Constantinople in 1054 and even Croatia’s inclusion in loyal 
Hungary in 1102. This marked the low point, according to A. P. Vlasto’s 
authoritative study, for the Slavic language and church in Croatia.’ 
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Both revived, however, to persist in a number of coastal dioceses for 
several centuries. Glagolitic served as a secular alphabet for Croatian 
literature from the fourteenth to the sixteenth centuries. Buy,for the 
nobility and higher clergy, Croatia became a Latin Catholie’ domain 
under the discipline of the papal hierarchy from the twelfth century 
forward. Only the always locally grounded Franciscan order would sur- 
vive, as we shall see, to challenge that hierarchy in the modern era. 


Serbia 


The medieval state of Serbia maintained its full independence longer 
and faced far less religious division than did the Croatian kingdom. Its 
greater experience in state-building, supported by its own autocephalous, 
or independent, Orthodox church, did not produce as centralized a 
regime as its rulers desired nor as ethnically Serb a population as the 
nineteenth-century model for a Great Serbia would presume. In fact, 
with no thought to ethnic consolidation or cleansing, Serbia’s medieval 
rulers pursued a policy of imperial expansion that first won and then 
lost a territory too extended to permit central control. 

After their arrival in the seventh century, the main South Slav (even- 
tually Serb) settlements between the Drina and Ibar rivers at first seemed 
too far from the Adriatic or the Aegean to generate imperial ambitions 
or to gain access to Christianity. The patriarchal Serb clans were even- 
tually drawn toward the Adriatic with its winter pastures for livestock 
and the promise of trade. A combination of Byzantine and Bulgarian 
influences emanating from Ohrid in Macedonia had deflected their 
conversion from Adriatic and Latin religious influences to Orthodoxy 
by the tenth century. Thereafter, several local Serb clan chiefs, or Zupani, 
used the coastal connections via their base in Zeta (roughly modem 
Montenegro) to challenge weakening Byzantine authority there. A Zupan 
named Nemanja from the adjoining area called Raska (Kosovo today) 
later succeeded, despite a series of Byzantine humiliations, in founding 
an independent state in 1180. He quickly incorporated Zeta and secured 
a coastal foothold beyond the Bay of Kotor and Dubrovoik. One son, 
Stefan, became the “first crowned” Serbian king, in 1217, under papal 
authority accepted to emphasize independence from Constantinople. 

Another son, later canonized as St. Sava, took further advantage of 
Byzantine weakness in 1219 to establish an independent Serbian church, 
observing the Orthodox ritual through the Cyrillic alphabet and a Slavic 
liturgy that would endure. This separate church, recognized by Con- 
stantinople, adopted the Byzantine principle that church and state should 
work together to shape public policy. Yet in the nearly two centuries 
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that this Serbian state survived after the two brothers had apparently 
merged church and state, the church leaders spent their energies on 
winning the king’s support for isolated monasteries like Nermanja’s ori- 
ginal Studenica, patterned after the still more isolated Mount Athos, the 
famed peninsular monastery of northern Greece. Church leaders did 
not oblige the Serbian state to break contact with the Catholic world or 
force the conversion of Latin Christians. They even allowed Latin priests 
to proselytize until the mid-fourteenth century.’ 

The subsequent rulers of the Serbian state sought to emulate and 
challenge the Byzantine Empire, but they tet their clan chieftains, who 
became feudal lords, retain too much authority. Despite their scattered 
holdings and initially weak control over a largely free peasantry, these 
nobles were able to deny their rulers the central military authority 
characteristic of a Byzantine emperor. The nobles nonetheless pressed 
for further advance into Byzantine territory beyond Macedonia. Their 
imperial ambitions brought the most famous Serbian ruler, DuSan, to 
the throne in 1331 to replace a hesitant predecessor. 

Dusan doubled the size of Serbian territory, reaching far into southern 
Greece (see map 1.2). He did so by taking sides in local warfare and 
accepting large numbers of non-Serbs — in what proportion, even to what 
extent Macedonian, Bulgarian, or Greek remains uncertain and contro- 
versial — in the conquered lands. Dusan was crowned tsar, or emperor, 
of the Serbs and Romans (read Greeks) at Skopje in 1346. Tsar Dusan 
forsook further expansion into the already Serb-populated areas of Bosnia 
and sold several coastal holdings to Dubrovnik in order to concentrate 
on expanding his empire toward Constantinople. He died in 1355 dur- 
ing another campaign against the Byzantine imperium. 

The admired code of laws that Tsar DuSan left behind drew heavily on 
Byzantine precedents. The civil provisions stressed local rather than central 
authority. The code was more concerned with exclusive religious rights 
for the Serbian Orthodox church, the subject of its first 38 provisions. 

DuSan’s weak successors lost much of their territory in the south and 
were struggling against rebellions by the nobles in the north when 
Ottoman Turkish forces confronted a coalition of Serbian forces in 
Kosovo in 1389. Enshrined in Serbian oral epics as a defeat to be 
avenged, the battle was closer to a draw. Yet the Serbian state’s capa- 
city to resist the Ottoman advance never really recovered. Its forces did 
briefly seize Srebrenica and its valuable silver mines in 1425 during a 
foray into Bosnia. Otherwise, the state and its capital continued to 
retreat northward to Belgrade until 1429 and then to Smederevo just 
down the Danube until the final blows ended the medieval Serbian 
state in 1459.° 
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Map 1.2 Medieval states of Croatia, Serbia, and Bosnia 


Bosnia 


First set between and then briefly outlasting these medieval Croatian 
and Serbian empires was a Bosnian state much less celebrated in the 
historical memories that underpin ethnic self-assertion. Its religious iden- 
tity remains too ill-defined to bolster the claim that most of the popula- 
tion was consciously either Croat or Serb. To muddy the waters for 
ethnic identification still further, a significant fraction of its unquestion- 
ably South Slav population converted to Islam after the Ottoman con- 
est that destroyed the Bosnian state. 
* This Bosnian ae did exist long enough to help break the ties that 
bound the area to the Croatian or Serbian states, ties not vigorously 
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pursued by either polity. In the course of the twelfth century, Bosnia 
won political independence and added Hercegovina later. Loosely con- 
stituted under a single Ban, or governor, named Kulin, the Bosnian 
state rejected both Byzantine and Hungarian overlordships. A set of court 
officials and a state treasury emerged and a stanak, or assembly, of nobles 
regularly convened. Their social origins fit the pattern of local clan leaders 
among the Balkan Slavs, Serbs and Croats alike. Traian Stoianovich 
describes them as Zupani who controlled the lowland commons or the 
choice upland pastures for an otherwise free peasant population.’ Their 
murky ethnic origins may well have been more Croat than Serb, but 
this new ruling élite regarded itself as a separate Bosnian entity. 

The independent state of Bosnia that survived intermittently until the 
mid-fifteenth century added much of Hercegovina in 1326 and con- 
tinued to struggle against Hungarian advances until the Ottoman con- 
quest. Its powers reached their high point under Ban Tvyrtko. He 
reestablished independence from Hungary in 1369, crowned himself 
king of Serbia and Bosnia in 1377, and began construction of a port for 
Adriatic shipping in the Bay of Kotor in 1382. This economic link to 
the Adriatic supported the rise of the Bosnian state. Local merchants 
and towns soon joined Dubrovnik and other Dalmatian ports to crade 
with the Bosnian mines for silver, gold, copper, and iron, a concentra- 
tion of precious metals found nowhere else in southern Europe. Bosnian 
wax, wool, and slaves were also exchanged for salt and Mediterranean 
manufactures. Customs revenues from this trade and dues paid by 
Dubrovnik partially bankrolled the Bosnian court. 

The Bosnian rulers still headed a disjointed, isolated regime and 
as such did not oppose the Manichean heresy that here was called 
Bogomilism. Spreading from Bulgaria to Bosnia, Hercegovina, and 
Dalmatia by the thirteenth century, the movement was a dualist belief 
in the devil as well as the deity. Papal authorities soon tried to expunge 
it, perhaps using the excuse of heresy to establish local control over the 
nominally Latin Bosnian church. Dominicans were dispatched in 1240 
and the Franciscans in 1340. Finally in the mid-fifteenth century, a 
determined Hungarian campaign to eradicate the heresy and to bring 
the Bosnian church under Rome’s hierarchical control forced the weak- 
ening Bosnian state co capitulate. Bosnian church leaders had to recant 
or emigrate to Hercegovina. The powerful Hungarian kingdom reas- 
serted its suzerainty and canceled the payment of cribute to the Otto- 
man Empire. In 1463 an Ottoman army quickly conquered Bosnia and, 
by 1483, Hercegovina. 

More important than heresy in this dénouement, according to recent 
research, was the fragmented isolation of the Bosnian church and state. 
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John V. A. Fine, Jr., has identified the Bogomil clergy as only a small 
group of celibate “Perfects,” probably fewer than 100, who isolated 
themselves from all worldly corruption in a small number of monaster- 
ies. Less isolated monasteries training village priests and using xplagolitic 
liturgy formed the backbone of the separate Bosnian chugch. If these 
priests were not often Bogomils, neither were they tied to the hierarchy 
or authority of papacy, once the last Latinizing Bishop sent in 1250 had 
been forced to withdraw.® The Bosnian church reportedly allowed priests 
to marry, and its services incorporated a number of Orthodox practices. 
This was understandable. Orthodox nobles and clergy predominated in 
eastern Bosnia and Hercegovina, while the Franciscans began to win 
Latin converts to the west. But the limited, monastic base of the three 
churches helps to explain why the Bosnian state tolerated them all and 
gave none the prerogatives of a state church, as in Tsar DuSan’s Serbia. 

The low density of population (probably fewer than ten persons per 
square kilometer) contributed to limiting the Ban’s authority and, hence, 
the Bosnian state’s capacity to survive. Bosnia’s small and scattered 
population was a weakness shared with the medieval Croatian and 
Serbian states, as well as an invitation to later disputes about historic 
claims to ethnic borders. But the inability of the ruler to designate his 
successor or dispossess those nobles who defied him became a particu- 
lar, and surely fatal, weakness of the Bosnian state in the face of a 
coordinated Ottoman advance. 


Varieties of Ottoman rule 


The Ottoman occupation of Bosnia began just ten years after the 
conquest of Constantinople in 1453. Larger than any European city 
at the time and heir to the long Byzantine tradition of a centralized 
bureaucracy, it was now the Ottoman capital. The Turkish sultan’s 
staff, or Porte, located there became the center for connecting front line 
forces with an increasingly bureaucratic system of military occupation 
for newly conquered territories in the Middle East as well as Southeast- 
ern Europe.’ 

The Ottomans successfully imposed a centrally controlled regime of 
land tenure, tax collection, and native religious rights that in practice 
approached the responsible local government that the medieval South 
Slav states had failed to establish. The sultan’s cavalry officers, or sipaht, 
were assigned varying amounts of agricultural land, called timar after 
the most common size, to administer for the sultan. Timar holdings 
were carved from newly conquered land that was considered the sul- 
tan’s personal property. Officers were to maintain themselves modestly 
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on these holdings and collect a tithe, initially one-eighth of the harvest 
plus a livestock tax, from local peasants to help provision Constantino- 
ple, other towns, or the rest of the sultan’s army. These timar holdings 
and ranks were not heritable. The devsirme system of forced recruit- 
ment and conversion to Islam of young boys (not the babies of later 
legends) brought South Slavs into the officer corps. The milet structure 
for the several non-Islamic religious communities (Catholics were 
excluded as papal adversaries) empowered the native Orthodox (and 
Jewish) clergy to administer their populations’ local religious and inter- 
nal legal affairs, and even justice if no Muslims were involved. Ethno- 
religious identity could thus grow at the local level as long as overriding 
Ottoman authority was not challenged. More specifically the Serbian 
Orthodox church received rights to local authority that their native 
empire had never granted. The church’s political power would have no 
native state with which to contend until the nineteenth century. 

In the years after its high point under Suleiman the Magnificent 
(1520-66), central authority weakened and the Ottoman regime lost 
some of its uniformities. Landholdings eventually became hereditary 
and taxation more exploitative, while local élites vied with renegade 
officers and the sultan’s loyal representatives for control. 

Weakening Ottoman authority contributed to a set of significant dis- 
tinctions among the four future Yugoslav lands that remained under 
Ottoman controi until the nineteenth century — Macedonia, Bosnia- 
Hercegovina, Serbia, and Montenegro. Their disparate places in the 
Ottoman framework, commercial as well as administrative, worked 
against the creation of common Yugoslav political traditions. 


Macedonia 


By the late medieval period, within the borders of the post-1945 Yugo- 
slav republic or beyond into Pirin or Aegean Macedonia, there was no 
Macedonian state to delay the Ottoman conquest. Neither increasingly 
Greek Byzantium, nor the Bulgarian and Serbian states, in whose territ- 
ories all of Macedonia alternately found itself, were able to prevent its 
early absorption as an Ottoman province after the Battle of Maritsa in 
1371. Its medieval ethnic composition is the most controversial among 
any of the future Yugoslavia’s territories. No reliable sources exist to 
determine whether the probable South Slav majority on the future 
republic’s territory was ethnically Macedonian, Bulgarian, or Serb, or 
what the size and influence of a Greek minority was in the inland heart 
of the ancient Greek province of Macedonia. Two features seem more 
certain. This territory, together with the areas of northern Greece and 
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western Bulgaria that comprised Byzantine and Ottoman Macedonia, 
was sparsely populated and it attracted the one significant immigration 
of Turkish peasants into the future Yugoslav lands after the Qttoman 
conquest. ra 

The Ottoman regime had already established its timar system of state 
land administered by the sultan’s cavalry officers. They were firmly in 
place in Macedonia’s lowland villages by the sixteenth century. But 
many peasants deserted those lowland villages during the campaigns 
further north and west that kept Ottoman forces moving back and forth 
across Macedonia. Its lowland soil was nitrogen-poor because of ero- 
sion from surrounding hills. To repopulate such villages, Ottoman auth- 
orities encouraged the migration of originally Anatolian peasants and 
also more of the Vlach herders and traders of livestock. The Tsintsar 
Viachs, speaking a language related to Romanian, founded the trade 
center of Moskopol in northern Greece that endured until the late 
eighteenth century. Muslim and some Christian immigrants transformed 
Skopje into a trade center for the first time. 

Further commercial connections to the Aegean port of Salonika 
(Thessaloniki in modern Greece) hardly modernized the Macedonian 
countryside. Private holdings of heritable lowland villages, called chifitk, 
were concentrated under more exploitative arrangements (up to one- 
half of all crops demanded) than elsewhere in the Ottoman Balkans. 
Rather than local merchants from Salonika responding to capitalist 
demand, the chiftlik owners appear from recent research to have been 
Turkish or Albanian officers of the Ottoman cavalry or infantry who 
took advantage of the weakening political authority of the Porte to seize 
former timar lands and treat them as their own property.'° These gen- 
erally small seizures of less than 50 acres yielded small amounts of grain 
or cotton for smuggled export from villages. Their peasants often de- 
serted to nearby hills or more distant towns. The struggle of these local 
warlords with each other and with the central Ottoman authority formed 
the early political history of Vardar Macedonia, the region eventually 
incorporated into Yugoslavia, making it the most chaotic and at the 
same time the least accessible to native participation or non-Ottoman 
influence of any South Slav land. 


Bosnia-Hercegovina 


The Ottoman empire made Bosnia-Hercegovina its furthest western 
outpost in the South Slav lands, fortifying the province from the start 
against its principal European adversary, the Habsburg Empire. Unlike 
the Orthodox, largely Serb populations of Serbia and Montenegro 
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(discussed below), the Bosnian Serbs, and the upland Vlachs who sooner 
or later assimilated with them initially benefitted from the Ottoman 
concessions granted to make the border more secure. So too did some 
Croats, especially those who were granted timar concessions along the 
westem or northern border. In addition the Franciscan order was 
allowed to continue its ministry to Bosnia’s Croat population, thus 
receiving the equivalent of millet status, a privilege denied to the Roman 
church elsewhere in the empire. 

The bulwark of the Ottoman order became the large number of 
Bosnian Slavs who converted to Islam. The controversy over those 
conversions and those converted has contributed enough to the twentieth- 
century bloodshed in Bosnia to merit further attention. The old pre- 
sumption that only the adherents of the Bogomil heresy converted to 
Islam must be questioned. They were far too few, as we have seen. The 
loose ties of the separate, larger Bosnian church covered perhaps one- 
fifth of the roughly half million people in the former Bosnian state of 
the fifteenth century. Following the Ottoman conquest, a largely unforced 
process of conversion had made two-fifths of the total population Mus- 
lim by the middle of the sixteenth century. Some previous members 
of the Bosnian church, if only a few Orthodox, were surely included. 
More significantly, to the considerable degree that religious identity 
determined ethnic identity in the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, the 
widespread conversion calls into question the consciously Croat or Serb 
identity of much of the Bosnian population. Those distinct identities 
were not, however, long in emerging after the Ottoman conquest. 

What attracted South Slav converts to Islam and what sort of Islam 
was it? We must not confuse the Sunni mainstream of the Ottoman 
Empire with the militant and fundamentalist Shiites far to the East. 
Nor was religious observance and rigor stressed in the Ottoman Sunni 
framework until the seventeenth century. Although the direct evidence 
of the Ottoman registers remains to be studied, recruitment through 
the devsirme system or the conversion of slaves (who could thereby 
obtain freedom) appears to have been most important in the longer 
run. In the short run, the legal rights that Muslims received in an urban 
milieu growing in size and sophistication during the sixteenth century 
made conversion advantageous.’' For the overwhelmingly miral popula- 
tion, such rights and tax privileges attracted few of the small surviving 
nobility, but more of the Serb and Vlach leaders of upland villages that 
had adopted the “Vlach mode” of livestock Ppasturing and seasonal 
soldiering, whether before or after the Ottoman conquest. The Porte 
had a special role for these converted villages. All of them were desig- 
nated as “Vlach,” thus providing the basis for some later Croatian 
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scholars to claim that “Serbs” outside of Serbia were all descendants of 
Vlachs. Because only limited imperial forces were available to man their 
frontiers against the organized military borders of Venice and the 
Habsburg monarchy, the Ottoman administration adopted theif spa 
saries’ system of fortresses garrisoned with local forces. They ven calle 
them by the same name ~ dapitanazes. The system quickly spread across 
Bosnia, attracting converts who became eligible to be a captain, espe- 
cially if they converted their village into the force. _ 
Such captains were most often the Ottoman designees to administer 
agricultural land and tax collection. By the seventeenth century, they 
began to impose the higher chiftlik obligations for their own use aes 
ily on the Serb newcomers whose numbers had greatly increased after 
the Ottoman conquest of Serbia. These impositions on the crops of the 
unconverted Serb peasantry, called Amet or serf, only increased as the 
permanent Habsburg advances of the late seventeenth century forced 
the Bosnian and other Muslim élites, who had followed the imperial 
banner into Hungary under Suleiman the Magnificent, back into Bosnia. 
The borders of Ottoman Bosnia would not change again from 1699 to 
the Habsburg occupation of 1878 and beyond. But within the upland 
and generally inhospitable countryside, the seeds of the antagonism 
between rural Serbs (or Croats) and Muslims had been planted. At the 
same time, a process of three-sided accommodation 5 four, oe 
a growing number of Sephardic Jews ~ was under way in Sarajevo an 
other towns. The enduring exclusion of Slavs from urban life that 
became a major burden of the Ottoman regime elsewhere in the 
Balkans did not persist in Bosnia. Bosnian Muslims had accounted for 
almost all of Sarajevo’s population during its spectacular sixteenth- 
century expansion. Thereafter, the city accommodated Serb merchants 
and a smaller number of Croats and Sephardic Jews. The business of 
state and commerce was conducted in the local South Slavic language, 
the stokavski dialect that was the forerunner of Serbo-Croatian. The 
practices of the native bekrashi order of Islamic mystics, whose nine 
cardinal points thoroughly mixed Christian and Islamic tenets; may 
have also contributed to the overlapping and even borrowing of religious 
traditions.' While twentieth-century anthropologists were overconfid- 
ently celebrating them, Serb or Croat nationalists could use such over- 
lapping to argue that Bosnian Muslims were originally Serbs or Croats. 


Kosovo as Serbia 


Ottoman rule did not subject a still Kosovo-centered Serbia to the 
complex Bosnian mixture of integration and oppression. The prolonged 
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Ottoman conquest that stretched from the Battle of Kosovo in 1389 to 
the fall of Smederevo on the Danube in 1459 prompted Serb emigra- 
tion to Slavonia and Montenegro, as well as to Bosnia and Hercegovina. 
They left behind scattered lowland clearings in Kosovo that eventually 
attracted Albanian migration. Yet the forested interior of Serbia proper 
discouraged the settlement of many Turks or even an extensive network 
of timar holdings outside of Belgrade, the fortified towns, and their 
environs. Serbian presence in those towns was by the same token mini- 
mal, but in the countryside their local leaders, drawn from the village’s 
extended family communities, or zadruge, maintained their authority 
from the start. 

This small Serbian population, no bigger than the one-half million 
totals for late medieval Bosnia and Macedonia, nonetheless carried with 
them the strongest immediate memory of lost statehood among any of 
the Ottoman’s subject peoples. The last Serbian regimes exploited their 
peasant population too much for the reality of their rule to explain this 
folk memory. The Ottoman regime itself provided the social frame- 
work. Village autonomy and zadruga rights grew with the restoration of 
the independent authority of the Serbian Orthodox church. The millet 
system gave it legal as well as religious powers. And to celebrate the 
church’s saints, from St. Sava on, was to celebrate medieval Serbia, 
thus making the Orthodox millet a major source for the early modern 
elaboration of Serbian ethnic identity. 

A Bosnian Serb, Mehmed Sokoli, rising from devsirme selection 
through the officer corps to become the sultan’s grand vizier, had in 
fact restored the Patriarchate at Pe¢ in Kosovo in 1557 and appointed 
his brother as the first Patriarch. Yet the concession also fitted with the 
general Ottoman tendency to accept special arrangements to secure its 
borderlands. Peé’s forty-one dioceses remained under Serbian control 
until 1766, when the Patriarchate’s flirtation with Russia prompted the 
Porte to hand them over to trusted Greek clergy. In the meantime, 
however, the dioceses for Serbs in eastern Bosnia had promoted the 
spread of a distinctly Serbian Orthodox, ethno-religious identity that 
had not been prominent in pre-Ottoman Bosnia.'? 

Filling in this Ottoman framework for a separate Serbian identity 
were two particular sources of historical memory. The Serbian folk 
tradition of epic poetry passed from village to village and from genera- 
tion to generation by oral verses as famous to literary historians as their 
Finnish counterparts. They were sung after the Ottoman conquest pre- 
cisely to lament the lost Battle of Kosovo (1389) and to praise past 

native rulers. The seven original cycles of verse center on the battle as 
tragic and the historical figures as mythic.'4 
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Serbian historical memory would also fasten on the Great Migration 
of 1690, from Kosovo to the Habsburg’s newly won Vojvodina north of 
the Sava and Danube rivers. Led by the Patriarch himself, this mass 
migration of at least 40,000 villagers followed from the fear of Qttoman 
reprisals after the Serbian population had supported a Habsbprg incur- 
sion. When that advance and another from 1718 to 1739 failed to 
secure Serbia proper, much of its native population simply retreated 
across the river to the Habsburg border regime in the Vojvodina. The 
new borderland and its Serb settlements provided a sanctuary for 
others wishing to leave Ottoman territory and another base for the 
Serbian Orthodox hierarchy, the only one left after Peé was taken from 
them in 1766. Perhaps more importantly, the hardships and heroism of 
the migration itself added Kosovo to Serbian historical memory as a 
region to which they should return. 

Meanwhile, in Kosovo itself, the larger eastern area remained over- 
whelmingly Orthodox or Serb, with an Albanian Catholic, eventually 
Muslim, presence growing from the west by the sixteenth century. The 
first Ottoman encouragement of Albanian migration did follow the Serb 
exodus of 1690. Kosovo now became less attractive as a smail urban 
economy declined with the once-treasured silver mines. Yet upland 
Albanian stockbreeders continued the larger migration that would make 
them the majority of Kosovo’s population by the end of the eighteenth 
century. Subsequent controversy has swirled around doubtful Albanian 
claims of a larger initial presence and doubtful Serbian claims of virtu- 
ally no Albanian presence until Ottoman pressure pushed them in for 
religious as well as political reasons.” 


Montenegro 


Until the nineteenth century, Montenegro was the one future Yugoslav 
territory whose history was not greatly affected by migration. Its moun- 
tainous isolation barred permanent or easy access to its narrow coast- 
line, while its land was too barren even to support much livestock. 
Local resources typically provided a food supply for two-thirds of the 
year at best, making banditry almost necessary for survival. Resistance 
from the small but fiercely combative population kept the belated Otto- 
man conquest of 1499 from ever being completed. Much like the Scots 
highlanders, these upland clans resisted external authority and enforced 
their own rules. Numbering well under 100,000, they were certainly 
Orthodox and probably of Serb origin. Part of the original Nemanja 
province of Zeta, this province became known as Montenegro when it 
was cut off from a Serbian state forced to shift northward after the 
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1389 Battle of Kosovo. Ottoman authorities never attempted to apply 
the timar system of landholding to Montenegro. They relied instead on 
local clan leaders to collect a poll tax, the only revenue demanded. 

The bishops of the Orthodox church, now cut off from the Serbian 
hierarchy, emerged as the rulers of Montenegro from 1516. Their tem- 
poral powers exceeded those of their Serbian counterparts in theory, 
but how much in practice they controlled the extended, well-armed 
families is doubtful. 

Bishops from the Njego$ clan established a line of continuous succes- 
sion as religious rulers from Danilo in 1696 forward. Perhaps following 
the line of least resistance, they pursued foreign alliances rather than 
internal consolidation. A religious connection to the Russian Orthodox 
church dated from the sixteenth century. Bishop Danilo’s visit to Mos- 
cow in 1716 extracted a Russian subsidy that continued until the comic- 
opera confusion of 1767, when a local imposter claimed to be Stefan 
the Small, the tsar of Russia, and was soon exposed. The bishops then 
turned to the Habsburg monarchy for external support, but relied on 
their own forces to repel a last Ottoman assault on Montenegro. It 
began in 1785, led significantly (for future ethnic relations) by an 
Albanian pasha and his force of neighboring Albanians. By the time 
this assault was finally defeated in 1796, Montenegro had turned back 
to Russia for external support. 

The disproportionately large role that Montenegro played in European 
diplomacy of the nineteenth century had its roots in this freedom to 
establish even limited foreign relations. The Ottoman Empire had ceded 
no such rights to its other territories. Montenegro’s long-standing inter- 
national identity would count for far less in the formation of the first 
Yugoslavia than the rulers of the independent principality expected, 
while its upland outlaw tradition helped give Montenegro’s Communist 
Partisans a major role in the formation of the second Yugoslavia. 


Varieties of Habsburg rule 


Central Europe for these Balkan borderlands consisted primarily of the 
Habsburg empire. Heir to the Holy Roman Empire and its German 
lands until the nineteenth century, it is properly called an empire until 
then. The Habsburg court and administration in Vienna would start 
down the road leading to the enlightened absolutism (read authorit- 
arian bureaucracy) of the eighteenth century less to impose a uniform 
regime across its southern border than to secure its northern border 
from Prussian advance. The initial Ottoman advance and defeat at the 
gates of Vienna in 1529 linked the Austrian center of the empire to the 
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Map 1.3 Habsburg Military Border in 1780 


retreating Hungarian nobility and their determination to retake their 
lost kingdom. Only the repulse of the second Ottoman advance on 
Vienna after 1683 allowed the recapture of these lost lands, which 
included Slavonia and the Vojvodina. Long before then, the empire had 
established a broad Military Border (Vojna Krajina) on the Croatian 
side of Ottoman Bosnia-Hercegovina. During the eighteenth century, it 
extended that border area to northwest and southern Slavonia as well 
as to the southern Vojvodina. All three border regimes were bound to 
Vienna, but each was distinct from the other and from the Habsburg 
administration of Civil Croatia (now cut off from Slavonia) and a sim- 
ilarly subdivided Slovenia (see map 1.3). Thus the press for progress 
through bureaucratic uniformity — the essence of enlightened absolut- 
ism — did not tie the Habsburg borderlands together any more than the 
Ottoman regimes linked together their Balkan provinces. Only the nine- 
teenth century would bring such centralizing pressures to bear on both 
sides of the border. 
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The various Habsburg authorities did not impose a Roman Catholic 
monopoly on the practice of Christianity. This may seem surprising, 
given Vienna’s commitment to the Counter-Reformation against Prot- 
estant denominations and the prominence given to the crusading Jesuit 
order.'’® Yet to the south, where the threat of Ottoman attack persisted, 
the emperor had granted concessions across the Military Border and all 
of the Vojvodina to Serbs, other Orthodox Chnistians, and even non- 
native Protestants. The only native Protestant movement on the south- 
ern Habsburg border, in Slovenia, had been rigorously suppressed. 


Slovenes under Habsburgs 


The Slovenes’ ancestors first came to their compact Alpine redoubt in 
the late sixth century. Already speaking a separate South Slav language 
that distinguished them from Serbs or Croats, their location close to 
the Frankish German realms of Central Europe created another dis- 
tinction. Less than 100 years after their conversion to Christianity in 
the eighth century, Slovenes lost their political independence to Frank- 
ish feudal lords. An immediate influx of German settlers to the plains 
and valleys pushed Slovenes into the abundant uplands. Before any 
native political structure could reemerge, the Habsburg rulers succeeded 
the Franks as Holy Roman emperors. They incorporated the several 
parts of modern Slovenia more closely into their administrative frame- 
work than any other future Yugoslav land. 

The absence of any serious Ottoman threat to the Slovenes’ secure 
Habsburg provinces, an advantage in itself, gave the regimne in Vienna a 
freer hand to deal with the sizeable Protestant movement that sprang 
up in the early sixteenth century. Luther’s tenets attracted Slovene and 
German adherents, first in the towns and then in the countryside. They 
openly opposed the authority of the established Catholic hierarchy. 
Jesuit zeal and military force soon suppressed them. A number of the 
German townspeople and nobles simply left during the 1590s. Not 
until the eighteenth century, however, did one Slovene scholar, Tomas 
Linhart, reject the lingering view that the Slovenes were ethnically Ger- 
man themselves and had no separate Slovene identity."’ 

Several Italian influences helped confirm the separate Slovenian 
identity that Linhart postulated. Increasing Habsburg control had 
culminated in 1747 with a provincial government administered dir- 
ectly by civil servants in Vienna. Yet within Carniola, the most heavily 
Slovenian province, the Counter-Reformation closed the German schools 
precisely because they were Protestant and replaced them with ones 
sponsored by Italian universities. The school at Laibach (Ljubljana in 
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Slovenian) that later evolved into a Slovenian university was founded 
in 1693 on the model of a Roman academy. German waned as the 
language of instruction sufficiently to open the door to some pfficial 
acceptance of Slovenian by the later eighteenth century, if orily as a 
device for technical manuals and school primers to teach German. 

Commercial access to the Adriatic Sea created another Italian coun- 
terweight to German influence. With German Protestants gone, non- 
Venetian Italian traders were needed to generate taxable income in the 
coastal towns. They soon set up a network to collect cloth woven by 
upland peasant households. By 1719 the Habsburg military advantage 
over Venice was strong enough to proclaim Trieste and Rijeka, on the 
opposite sides of the Istrian Peninsula, as free ports. Trieste developed 
more rapidly, but Vienna’s state-sponsored Oriental Company and its 
plans for long-distance trade did not survive the 1730s. When it went 
under, some Slovenian traders joined a larger number of Italians in 
taking over a share of the export trade.'® Favorably located at an eco- 
nomic crossroads between Central Europe and the Mediterranean, the 
politically subdivided Slovenian population increased to some 700,000 
by the mid-eighteenth century, roughly half as much again as Ottoman 
Serbia or Macedonia. 


The Habsburg Military Border 


What is now Croatia was divided throughout the early modern period 
into five parts, only three of which lay within the Habsburg mon- 
archy. Istria and Dalmatia remained under Venetian control until the 
beginning and end of the eighteenth century respectively. The special 
regime of the Military Border served among other things to divide the 
other two Habsburg territories, Civil Croatia and Slavonia. 

At its fullest extent by the late eighteenth century, the Military Border 
extended from the Lika area north of Dalmatia, around the Bosnian 
border eastward along the Sava and Danube rivers bordering Serbia, 
and across the Transylvanian border with the Romanian principalities. 
Its origins were in the western salient, where predominantly Serb refu- 
gees from the Ottoman advance into Bosnia were already forming their 
own frontier bands. From 1553 these bands came under the integrated 
command of Habsburg officers in units that multiplied with the Otto- 
man kapitanates appearing on the other side. The terms of Habsburg 
military service attracted still more border guards, or Grenzer: a small 
grant of free land, no manorial obligations, and freedom for the Serbs 
to build Orthodox churches and to practice their religion. The grants 
typically went to the extended families who had migrated together and 
now received land more suited to raising livestock. As elsewhere in the 
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Balkans where this combination prevailed, these families developed a 
patriarchal complex of property and working relations called a zadruga.'° 
A formal Habsburg statute in 1630 made each zadruga a legal entity. 
responsible for drafting all males over age sixteen for military service, io 
fight against Ottoman forces or any other adversaries of the emperor. 
The surviving Croatian nobility resented the Grenzer because they were 
exempt from feudal dues. The Grenzer contained a significant propor- 
tion of Croats, although probably not the 40 percent recorded in the 
initial ethnic census of 1819. The percentage of Serbs -~ over one-half 
in 1819 — presumably reached its peak after the further migration from 
Serbia northward that occurred in 1690.7" 

This large Serb presence in historic Croatia might have evolved more 
fortunately had the initial military purpose drawing them there fostered 
economic prosperity. It did not. From Lika to the Slavonian border. 
crop yields were barely half those in Civil Croatia. While the baree 
covered foothills blanketing this region may largely explain these low 
yields, the Habsburg border regime was also an economic burden. Its 
restrictions limited the maximum holding to 26 acres, barred their sale 
or transfer, and took the male labor force away on maneuvers for a 
minimum of several weeks every growing season. The Habsburg Sanitats 
Kordon, consolidated along the length of the Ottoman border in 1770 
to protect against the bubonic plague and livestock diseases, hindered 
trade as did Hungarian customs tariffs collected at the Krajina’s border 
with Civil Croatia. 

Despite Habsburg legislation to make the Military Border imperial 
property in 1754 and the brief promise of agrarian reform under Joseph 
II in the 1780s, the region remained impoverished and isolated. Of its 
population of 900,000 in 1799, less than 3,000 lived in the largest town 
of Karlovac. One survey found a quarter of the Grenzer dwellings to be 
totally isolated and another third clustered in hamlets of twelve or fewer 
families. Besides emigration, only the forcible seizure of a neighbor’s 
land offered relief from such deep poverty. Yet few such seizures were 
recorded as late as the eighteenth century, and not just because of the 
Habsburg military framework. Serbs and Croats lived peaceably with- 
out religious antagonism in neighboring hamlets, if not the same ones 
and served together without incident in the same regiments.”! Even 
along the Military Border, therefore, the brutalities of the past 100 
years cannot be explained as “age-old antagonisms.” 


Civil Croatia and Slavonia 


The number of Serbs was far smaller, except for the easternmost Srem 
in Civil Croatia and Slavonia, than in the Military Border. Yet the 


32 Yugeslavia as History 


principal distinctions between these two territories by the eighteenth 
century were not ethnic but economic.” Although working better land, 
almost 90 percent of the Croats north of the Military Bordgy were 
estimated to be serfs in a 1784 census. Peasant families owed an oner- 
ous number of days of labor to the noble estates (or more precisely, to 
their private [allodial] property), in return for the modest plots that the 
peasants were allowed to farm on the estates’ wider urbarial holdings. 
Usually ethnic Croats, noble landowners numbered 9,500 in 1785, 
nearly four times the population of Agram (Zagreb in Croatian). The 
town’s medieval promise of independence from rural or official rule, 
like that of other royal free cities south of Vienna and Budapest, had 
long since withered. Civil Croatia’s total population was barely 650,000 
people in the wake of Ottoman-Habsburg warfare from the fifteenth 
through the seventeenth centuries and the urban proportion perhaps 
5 percent. 

Slavonia’s still smaller population and the presence of only 314 nobles 
in the 1785 census helps explain the smaller number of required labor 
days that could be extracted from its peasantry — less than half of 
Croatia’s requirements. Even then, sensing the leverage that scarce labor 
could exercise, and knowing of neighboring Grenzer rights, the mainly 
Croat peasantry revolted as early as 1573, under the then cruelly ex- 
ecuted Matija Gubec. They rose up against their largely Hungarian 
lords twice in the first half of the eighteenth century. In the second half, 
Hungarian law and control replaced the civil-military administration of 
Habsburg Vienna. Feudal obligations cut heavily into peasant incen- 
tives, and noble landowners had little reason to introduce intensive 
methods, given the restrictions on trade with the grain-poor Mikhtary 
Border. Only trade with Hungary, which hardly needed grain imports 
from the south, became easier late in the early modern period. 

The political framework of Civil Croatia, if not Slavonia, resembled 
Hungary’s in significant respects. First warfare and then the mid- 
seventeenth-century suppression of the Croatian Fronde, the revolt of the 
Zrinski-Frankopan nobles in 1663-71, weakened the power of the nobles’ 
Sabor (assembly) in comparison to the Ban appointed from Vienna. 
The local powers of the Croatian nobility were still intact, patterned 
exactly after the Hungarian county system. They survived the new 
Royal Council that Habsburg Empress Maria Theresa proclaimed in 
1767 at the expense of taking still more authority from the Sabor. 
The reforms proposed by Joseph II during his brief reign threatened 
to eliminate these local powers. Croatian nobles thereupon decided to 
cede central authority to the Hungarian Diet rather than risk Joseph’s 
regulations surviving him. 
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A second division of the territory further constrained Croatian state- 
building within what had been its medieval borders. The Dalmatian 
coast and much of Istria remained under Venetian control throughout 
the early modern period. One-quarter million Italians would eventu- 
ally inhabit these valuable lands until their expulsion after the Second 
World War. As early as the seventeenth century, however, a Croatian 
claim to reunite what was now called the Triune Kingdom of Croatia, 
Slavonia, and Dalmatia found its first voice in the often-cited writings 
of the Daimatian nobleman, Pavao Ritter Vitezovi¢. Although he intro- 
duced the notion that Bosnian Serbs on the territory that medieval 
Croatia had once held were in fact Orthodox Croats, Vitezovié concen- 
trated on persuading legalistic Habsburg authorities to lay a historical 
claim to the Venetian-held coast. Ivo Banac calls Vitezovié and other 
Croatian spokesmen of the early modern period advocates of historic 
state’s rights, based on past regimes and their borders rather than on 
ethnic rights grounded in language and culture.” 


Exceptions to imperial fragmentation 


True, imperial expansion and then division disrupted any South Slav 
state-building and economic integration of the sort appearing in early 
modern Western Europe. Native as well as Ottoman and Habsburg 
Empires fragmented territory and isolated populations more than they 
brought them together. And the disadvantages of Balkan geography — 
lack of access to the sea or navigable rivers and the small amount of 
well-watered lowlands — contributed to divisions between territories 
taken to buffer imperial centers with a distant land border. 

At least by the early modern period, several focal points of integration 
also appeared and provided a more fruitful legacy for the future Yugo- 
slavia. Although scarcely political centers, an independent Dubrovnik, 
Ottoman Sarajevo, and the Habsburg Vojvodina lands created networks 
for regional trade. They also mixed ethnic groups and opened them- 
selves to intellectual traditions too broad for any one ethnic identity. 


Trade centers and networks 


The Dalmatian city-state of Dubrovnik was the one territory to escape 
imperial domination for most of the period before 1800. Known as 
Ragusa in the Latin that was its official language and recognized as a 
republic throughout this time, the port’s Italian commercial connec- 
tions helped establish it as the principal point of entry for Mediterranean 
trade with the Ottoman Empire by the sixteenth century. An unsuccessful 
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Venetian effort to monopolize the Adriatic coastal trade at the same 
time that it confronted the Ottoman advance militarily gave the small 
republic, extending from the Bay of Kotor to the island of ee, the 
chance to step in as neutral entrepot. When Venice blocked Ragusa’s 
access to the Italian grain needed to cover the coastal food shortage, its 
merchants opened a network of trade centers across Ottoman Bosnia, 
Serbia, Macedonia, and even Bulgaria. Ottoman regulations made dir- 
ect imports of grain difficult, but the profitable manufacture of raw 
wool imported across this overland network soon opened the way. The 
Ragusan legacy of European commercial practice and credit instru- 
ments survived the seventeenth-century demise of the network itself 
when Ottoman—Habsburg warfare cut its lines of communication.“ 

Ottoman Sarajevo was able to draw on this legacy and even assume 
some of the Ragusan role as a trade center by the eighteenth century. 
Just as the city was recovering from a Habsburg sacking and subse- 
quent fire in 1697, Venetian weakness opened its way to the Dalmatian 
port of Split. (Bosnia-Hercegovina would have no port of its own to the 
present day.) At 50,000 or more, Sarajevo was, with Belgrade and 
Skopje, one of the few large towns in the early moder territory of the 
future Yugoslavia. (Ragusa’s population in the seventeenth century, for 
instance, was about 7,000.) At least some of Sarajevo’s trade moved 
east and west, not just north and south to and from the port of Split. 

The same could not be said for several Habsburg trade centers that 
also became important by the eighteenth century.”> These were the 
ports of Trieste, Fiume (now Rijeka), on either side of the Istrian 
Peninsula, and Novi Sad on the Danube and the overland route across 
the Vojvodina. From the Adriatic ports, commercial traffic moved north 
to Vienna and Budapest, making literally no connection among the 
future Yugoslav lands and scarcely any within them. Trieste was by far 
the more important port, offering the shortest route from Vienna to the 
Adriatic and accounting for one-third of all Habsburg exports by 1783. 
Textiles from Austrian and Czech manufacturers thus found their way 
to Mediterranean but not Balkan markets. 

A free port from 1719, Trieste’s population was largely Italian, The 
Slovenian hinterland nonetheless benefitted from the chance to supply 
the port with labor, cloth collected from cottage industry, and even 
some merchants after the Habsburgs’ mercantilist effort to contro! trade 
through a state company had collapsed in the 1730s. Rijeka on the 
other hand had no connection to the Croatian economy until the nine- 
teenth century. 

The Ottoman—-Habsburg border to the east was stabilized at the 
Danube and Sava rivers by the Treaty of Karlowitz (Sremski Karlovci 
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in Serbian) in 1699. It promoted the growth of considerable trade. 
Here, in what became the Vojvodina, the Habsburg authorities set 
aside their commitment to mercantilist protectionism. Despite the 
barriers of the Military Border and the Sanitaéts Kordon, the value of 
livestock, cotton, wool, and tobacco imports swamped Habsburg ex- 
ports five-to-one. Serbia and Macedonia furnished a large share of the 
goods and also some of the traders, although Greeks and Vlach Tsintsars 
were probably more prominent. They all moved back and forth across 
the border, sometimes settling themselves or encouraging others to 
settle in Habsburg Neusatz (Novi Sad) on the Danube or in Belgrade 
on the Ottoman side, at the confluence of the Danube and the Sava.” 
Such traffic reduced the economic and intellectual isolation that had 
confined Serbs since the fall of their medieval empire, although little 
political change was experienced until the nineteenth century. 


Mixing populations and ideas 


This Habsburg borderland was the largest arena for mixing ethnic 
populations and exposing their educated élites to the mainstream of 
European ideas. Yet it was hardly the first in the future Yugoslav lands. 
Three hundred years earlier during the fifteenth century, the Dalmatian 
coastal towns had begun sending Latin-speaking scholars (not all of 
them Catholic priests) to the universities of Padua and Buda. They 
returned committed to the tenets of pre-Reformation humanism that 
the Western rediscovery of classical antiquity and the Italian Renais- 
sance had called forth. By the sixteenth century, according to Michael 
Petrovich, some 200 Croat humanist scholars had emerged from these 
Dalmatian towns.”’ By the eighteenth century, Dubrovnik alone had 
produced some 24 writers of humanist, Renaissance, or baroque prose 
and poetry, a majority in the Croat vernacular. The plays of Marin 
Drzi¢ and the poems of Ivan Gunduli¢ would pass into the short list of 
“Yugoslav literature” as European classics. 

Italian residents and visitors lived comfortably in these towns, home 
as well to an uncertain minority of Catholic and Orthodox Serbs. Among 
the Catholic Serbs was the physical scientist whose name later honored 
the first scientific institute in interwar Yugoslavia, Rudjer BoSkovic. 

More ethnic and religious coexistence emerged in early modern 
Sarajevo. Although entirely Muslim in the early sixteenth century, native 
converts vastly outnumbered the Turks and came from a range of 
ethnic backgrounds. By the end of the sixteenth century, the town’s 
increased population included more Serbs, Croats, or Sephardic Jews 
than Turks. Neither the Turks nor the ruling Bosnian Muslim majority 
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had access to higher education in their own language. Muslim founda- 
tions offered Islamic education in Arabic to primary school students, a 
few of whom went on to Islamic high schools, medresa, that opened in 
Sarajevo in 1537. There is some evidence of primary schooling for Serb 
children, although not to the extent that the Franciscan fathers offered 
to Catholic Croat children throughout Bosnia, using Croatian language 
textbooks. In sum, Sarajevo’s population came from four ethno-religious 
groups, all South Slav save for the Jews, and did not include a large 
Turkish garrison. These features made it unique among the major towns 
of the Ottoman Balkans. 

A still larger number of ethnic groups had undoubtedly collected 
across the Habsburg territories that Serbs identified as the Vojvodina 
by the end of the eighteenth century. Initially consisting (after 1699) of 
the Srem between the Sava and Danube rivers, and the Backa berween 
the Danube and Tisza, the Habsburg addition of the larger Banat region 
to the east in 1718 marked the start of a considerable effort to populate 
these rich but largely deserted lands. Vienna’s policy of what might be 
called “populationism” sought to place settlers north of the newly ex- 
tended Military Border as a further line of defense against the Ottoman 
Empire. When Ottoman forces counterattacked in 1739 and ended the 
brief Habsburg occupation of Serbia begun in 1718, “populationism” 
became an imperative. As they had after 1699, these territories again 
attracted Serb immigrants fleeing a resentful Ottoman regime to the 
south. An imperial Habsburg charter had from the start served to attract 
Serb immigration with corporate Orthodox rights to an elected Church 
Council and a seat in Sremski Karlovci. The charter promised an Or- 
thodox military commander, or vojvod, never appointed but bequeathing 
the name for all three territories in Serbian: the Vojvodina. 

Germans and others from the north needed more encouragement to 
settle. Doubling the previous three-year tax exemption on free Jand and 
housing soon enticed over 40,000 Germans, who were joined by Slovaks, 
Hungarians, Croats, and Romanians. Joseph II recruited another 40,000 
German Protestants, promising them the same religious freedom as the 
Orthodox Serbs and Romanians. Those with farming skills were favored, 
and the Germans in particular introduced iron plows and cultivation 
techniques that spread widely if not completely throughout the Banat. 
By 1787 the population of the Banat had swelled to nearly 300,000, 
with the Backa and Srem each adding another 20,000.” 

Not many within this diverse population were even acquainted with 
the tolerant secular ideals of the European Enlightenment by the end of 
the eighteenth century. The peasant majority of all these ethnic groups 
lived peaceably as neighbors, but mostly in separate villages and almost 
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never in marriages that required one partner to change religion. Separ- 
ate church schools offered limited primary education. In the towns, 
the Catholic clergy was most interested in using the growing olitical 
influence of Hungarian authorities to press for conversion of thé Ortho- 
dox Serbs. The Serbs’ Patriarchate at Sremski Karlovci megawhile con- 
centrated its intellectual energies on defending the corporate authority 
granted it by Austrian authorities. 

And yet there were exceptions, enough on the Serbian side to give 
Novi Sad the reputation, in retrospect, as the “Athens of Serbia.” The 
Orthodox monk, Dositej Obradovié, an almost-Protestant traveller, 
teacher, and encyclopedist, was the most influential figure to join the 
government of Serbia proper during the First Uprising (1804-13). His 
rationalist view of the world made him anti-clerical, along the lines of 
Emperor Joseph II, if hardly an opponent of a separate Serbian identity. 
His less renowned compatriots included not only the sons of merchants 
and Grenzer officers but also some of the Orthodox high clergy. Their 
access to the Enlightenment, interestingly enough, came from French 
rather than German tracts, despite a Habsburg ban on the import of 
such publications.” 

This small band of Serbs attracted to the eighteenth-century Enlight- 
enment should remind us of Croatia’s fifteenth-century Humanists. 
Although their immediate impact was obviously small, both introduced 
European traditions of universal values and individual rights upon which 
future generations of Serbs and Croats might draw to escape the con- 
fines of corporate claims and ethnic exclusivism. Ahead lay the nine- 
teenth century’s lure of a single state for each ethnic nation to discourage 
such an escape. Yet the imperial legacies just reviewed had introduced 
virtually no political ideas or institutions by which to integrate their 
territories. They had, however, so fragmented these lands and mixed 
their populations that such humanist values and some sort of multi- 
ethnic institutional framework stood the best chance of weaving them 
together constructively. 
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2 Unifying aspirations and rural resistance, 
1804-1903 


Although we can find no real prospect for a Yugoslav state or practice 
of common politics before the twentieth century, a South Slav, or 
Yugoslav, idea still emerged during the nineteenth century. According 
to this idea, the peoples of the future Yugoslavia, and possibly Bulgaria, 
shared a common ethnic fraternity that should lead them to political 
unification and independence. Yet there were other unifying ideas, 
Croatian and Serbian, and an existing Serbian state with which any 
Yugoslav idea had to contend. Even in independent Serbia, much of 
the overwhelmingly rural population resisted the institutional frame- 
work of the modern state. 

Driving all of these unifying aspirations, despite rural resistance to 
them, was the desire to establish central control under a uniform ad- 
ministration. The geographic fragmentation imposed by the Habsburg 
and Ottoman Empires only reinforced the isolation of the rural peas- 
antry, particularly in the upland villages. During the nineteenth cen- 
tury, increasingly modern political administrations in both empires and 
in autonomous or independent Serbia tried to reduce this isolation, 
trading taxation and military service for education and public order. 
Peasant revolts in Bosnia-Hercegovina, Croatia, and Serbia later in the 
century suggest that many peasants did not welcome this bargain. 

At the same time, the administrative capitals for this limited unifica- 
tion — Sarajevo, Zagreb, and Belgrade — were also becoming centers for 
culture and commerce, if not for industry, modelled on contemporary 
Europe. They constituted a new, native source of division. These small 
cities contrasted more and more with the rural sea of backward agricul- 
ture and illiterate peasantry surrounding them. Robert Tucker has called 
the result “differential modemization.”’ The peasant majority might 
embarrass the increasingly educated urban élite, as in Budapest or 
Warsaw, but they also inspired them, as in Belgrade or Zagreb. Once 
educated and armed, the peasants could confront the other principal 
source of élite embarrassment, the real or presumed hegemony of the 
European powers. For the future Yugoslav lands, Ottoman and Habsburg 
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hegemony was real, and even at the end of the nineteenth century, still 
nearly complete. But, by then, the majority of peasants had their own 
smallholdings and most had small arms. They represented potential 
opposition to, as well as support for, any new state structure. 

By the start of the twentieth century, political ¢lites in Bglgrade and 
Zagreb, if not Sarajevo, were spoiling to push back imperial hegemony, 
but they hardly agreed on how to do so. Potential plans for Yugoslav 
coordination had to contend with Serbian and Croatian state ideas 
that had grown up during the nineteenth century. When stated in that 
century’s rhetoric of romantic nationalism, these two ideas for a unit- 
ary nation-state were incompatible with each other and with any wider 
Yugoslav idea, The Serbian and Croatian ideas sought to build on 
existing communities, not the “imagined communities” of European 
colonia) construction described by Benedict Anderson. These ideas were 
still romantic. They staked out huge territories on the basis of medieval 
claims to ethnic homelands or historic borders. To support their claims, 
advocates elaborated on actual traditions, such as commemorating 
the Serbs’ Kosovo battle of 1389. The celebration of these events still 
fits modern nationalism’s use of the past for verification, what Eric 
Hobsbawm has called “invented tradition.”’ Serbian nationalists did so 
to demonstrate unique suffering during the Ottoman conquest and 
Croats to show cultural superionty, both wishing to connect their group 
alone to European civilization. In the process, each claimant began to 
see or, to paraphrase Benedict Anderson, “imagine” the other as a 
historical adversary. 

One must not jump to the conclusion, urged on by the disastrous 
end of the two Yugoslavias, that the rhetorical barriers erected by the 
most narrowly focused nationalists reflect an incompatibility cast in 
stone. Such a view presumes adverse ethnic relations before ethnic 
distinctions were much perceived and ignores evidence of socio-economic 
similarity between Serbs and Croats. It also neglects the later potential 
of related ethnic groups, particularly the Slovenes, to moderate between 
them. True, the growth of separate political cultures and trade patterns 
across the fragmented face of the future Yugoslavia during the nine- 
teenth century did not build on this compatibility. Yet the very political 
fragmentation of the Yugoslav lands helped promote the search for 
some unifying framework. How elise could their similar and mixed 
populations be accommodated? 

Ethnic accommodation within a larger South Slav framework found 
its earliest expression in the proto-Yugoslav concept called Dlyrianism 
by its Croatian creators. But were these South Slavs one people or 
several related ones? The romantic inclination to view them as one 
would plague the Yugoslav idea from the start. 
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From Illyrian provinces to Yugoslav idea, 1806-1860 


The idea of a single South Slav nationality first surfaced in what be- 
came known as the Illyrian movement. Early in the nineteenth century, 
Napoleonic France tried to introduce the idea as a corollary to its 
centralized administration of the Adriatic coast and inland parts. It 
resurfaced in Zagreb during the 1830s as a Croatian cultural strategy 
detached from practical politics. When the leaders of this Illyrian move- 
ment turned toward politics during the next two decades, they dis- 
covered that opposition from the Hungarian and Austrian cores of the 
Habsburg monarchy frustrated them from within, while the existence of 
an independent Serbia did so from without. 


French centralism and the Ilyrian provinces, 1806-1813 


Napoleon’s France revived the ancient term, Illyria, to designate Croatian 
and Slovenian lands that it wished to mold into a single administrative 
and cultural unit. The advance of French arms, first at Venetian and 
then at Habsburg expense, led to the creation of the Illyrian provinces 
of 1809-13 (see map 2.1). Already by 1806, a French-controlled re- 
gime had been imposed on largely Venetian Istria and northern Dalma- 
tia. In 1809 French forces extended this regime down the Dalmatian 
coast to Dubrovnik and the Montenegrin littoral, and north into the 
Military Border and Civil Croatia just short of Zagreb. The new admin- 
istrative structure also absorbed Carinthia and much of Slovenian 
Carniola as well as Istria, all with ethnically mixed populations. 

The French administrators had in mind the actual Illyrian province 
that had been a part of imperial Rome, rather than the fifteenth century 
revival of the idea by Croatian humanists who sought a reunion with 
European culture. Napoleon’s motive was primarily military, but polit- 
ical integration proved to be a formidable challenge. Habsburg Slovenia 
had been divided among several provinces, while Civil Croatia and the 
Military Border lived under radically different regimes. 

The long Venetian rule had also divided the Istrian peninsula and 
Dalmatian coasts. Coastal towns such as Split and Zadar were small, 
but developed separate communal traditions of self-government pat- 
terned after Italian city-states and used the Italian language, if not 
inhabited by many Italians. The largely Croat élite in these two towns, 
plus some Orthodox and even Catholic Serbs, held the hinterland’s 
nearly landless peasantry in thrall under a colonate system of contrac- 
tual sharecropping that dated back to Roman times. But in the territory 
further inland, wrested from Ottoman control by the early eighteenth 
century, the Venetians introduced a system of free peasant soldiers on 
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Map 2.1 Illyrian provinces, 1809-1813 


state land, similar to the Habsburg Military Border and for the same 
military purpose.’ (The most noteworthy example of these once-Venetian 
districts is Knin, the capital of the Serb Krajina that broke with newly 
independent Croatia from 1991 until 1995.) ee 
Not until 1810 did French Marshal Auguste Marmont arrive to initi- 
ate a full-scale but short-lived effort to turn these disparate territories 
and populations into a Département of Napoleon’s central government. 
He introduced the Napoleonic Code with its provisions for equality 
under the law and independent courts. Marmont tried to abolish the 
colonate system and introduce free trade. But he also levied high taxes 
on landowners and imposed roadbuilding and military obligations 
on coastal peasants. Both landowners and peasants resisted these new 
obligations, despite the considerable number of Croatian, Italian, and 
French administrators dispatched to implement them. The failure of 
Napoleon’s Russian campaign in 1812 soon ended the French regime, 
but this set of regulations and administrators nonetheless introduced 
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the Yugoslav lands to the centralizing framework of nineteenth-century 
European state-building. 

The French regime left a stronger legacy to the Yugoslav idea that 
took shape later in the century. Again under Marmont, the fledgling 
school system made a belated effort to teach one version of the Stekavski 
dialect that became Serbo-Croatian and to encourage its use in fledgling 
local newspapers.* Marmont wanted to build more schools than his 
Italian predecessor had and convert them from teaching in Italian to 
teaching in Stokavski. But local communities would have to cover the 
cost, and many could not pay. Their schools closed before the French 
left. The brief experiment introduced the notion that Serbs and Croats 
did or should speak the same language. 

The French administrators simply assumed that Croat and Serb peas- 
ants were, or should be, one people. France had rejected the regionalism 
in its own pre-revolutionary past, and its administrators presumed 
any distinctions dividing South Slavs on the basis of their imperial or 
medieval past were equally irrelevant. Thus did the “new nationalism,” 
that Benedict Anderson has identified in the American and French 
Revolutions as starting from a blank historical slate, bring the idea of a 
single Yugoslav people forward for the first time.* European national- 


ism of the nineteenth century would not welcome the notion of a blank 
slate. 


Cultural Ilyrianism, 1835-1841 


A small group of Croatian publicists and nobles fleshed out an early 
native definition of the Yugoslav idea in the 1830s. Centered in Zagreb 
and other royal free towns of Civil Croatia, most prominently Karlovac on 
the Military Border, they sought to unite South Slav “sub-groups” from 
the Slovenes to the Bulgarians. Their leader, Ljudevit Gaj, called this 
union “Greater Illyria,” recalling both the French provinces and the 
assumption by early modern Croatian humanists that the South Slavs 
were somehow descendants of the ancient IIlyrians. The son of a Slovak 
pharmacist and a German mother who had settled in the northern 
Croatian Zagorje, Gaj grew up in a German-speaking family. He fast- 
ened on the importance of language after a search for his own ethnic 
identity that began at the Franciscan monastery library in his native 
Krapina. During his university studies in Vienna, Graz, and Budapest, 
from 1826 to 1831, he discovered the growing Central European main- 
stream of ethnic anthropology, following the lead of the Baltic German 
philosopher, Johann Gottfried Herder. It emphasized linguistic origins 
over historical precedent. Gaj launched the literary journal, Danica ilirska, 
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in Zagreb in 1835 to mobilize support for creating the single literary 
language on which a single state could eventually be built. 

Starting from the cultural Pan-Slavism of its Czech and Slovak founders, 
Gaj soon adopted Protestant Slovak Jan Kollar’s designatien of the 
South Slavic dialects as one of the four major units in the spectrum of 
Slavic languages. Gaj pushed ahead to consolidate these dialects into a 
single language, based on the most common, stokavski, like the French 
school project. This common language would override the religious 
differences between Catholic and Orthodox that he believed were as 
secondary as other historical distinctions imposed by external authority. 
The movement’s clearest manifesto was its short dictionary. Printed in 
1835, it amalgamated words from different dialects, even from the 
substantially different Slovenian language, into a single framework. Its 
“Tlyrian” admixture was an initial version of Serbo-Croatian, or more 
accurately, Croato-Serbian, as opposed to the single west Serbian dia- 
lect from Hercegovina that the Serbian linguist Vuk Karadzi¢ was codi- 
fying into modern Serbian at the same time. 

It was, however, the immediate political challenge of Hungarian hege- 
mony rather than the longer-term attraction of a single South Slav 
language that drew supporters from the noble élite of Civil Croatia into 
Gaj’s growing Illyrian movement. They were reacting to two threats, 
according to Elinor Murray Despalatovic.® First, the Hungarian lan- 
guage law of 1827 promised to conduct affairs of government, includ- 
ing the parliament to which Croatia sent representatives, in Hungarian 
rather than Latin, Second, the Hungarian Diet of 1832-36 passed a 
liberal program of rural reform that reduced the rights of all nobles, 
Croats included, to control their peasantry. The Croatian nobles re- 
acted by introducing a bill before that body to make “Illyrian” rather 
than Latin (or Hungarian) the language of government in Slavonia and 
Dalmatia as well as Civil Croatia, the three components of the Triune 
Kingdom (meaning the medieval Croatian state) that they sought to 
reunite, In his Dissertation, the Croatian leader, Count Janko Draskovic, 
also laid claim to Slovenian territory. He demanded the return of the 
Military Border under terms that would revoke the Grenzers’ exemp- 
tion from feudal obligations. 

The nobles’ alliance with Gaj’s young circle of scholars and profes- 
sionals did not succeed in these broader aims or even in establishing a 
Croatian cultural society, similar to those of the Czechs and Serbs. 
They did set up a nework of local reading clubs similar to those in 
Ottoman Bulgaria and won royal permission to make Illyrian the lan- 
guage of instruction in the elementary schools of all three territories by 
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1840. Vienna’s growing concern with Magyar nationalism elicited suffi 
cient Habsburg support to overcome Hungarian objections : 
This widening support did little to attract followers ont Sloveni 

or Bosnia to the movement. Even with the adoption of Gaj’s ae 
graphy, the Slovenian language was, as their leading Slavicist, Jernej 
Kopitar, emphasized, too different from the Stokavski core. In Onona 
fae only a few Franciscan (usually Croat) priests ate aes 
a . sate eects combined star and crescent in order to appeal 
Nor did the Serbs in the Vojvodina or in Civil Croatia show much 
interest, while the large number from the movement’s stronghold i th 
Military Border seerned determined to hang on to a nies b 
identity. Despite some contact between Gaj and Karadzié Serbians 
or those om) Serbia proper, bridled at the term “Illyrian,” instead of 

Serbian” or “Yugoslav.” Gaj himself counseled that “a Serb will neve 
be a Croat or a Slovene,” but never defined the difference, In additi : 
he constructed his first notion of these ethnic gab props” calc 
under a common language before a Serbian state existed. That such , 
state was now emerging helps us understand the disposition of Cr 
pre such as Count Dragkovié, to confine their aims to the SPR 
Hs , eae Triune Kingdom of Croatia, Slavonia, and Dalmatia. 
4 hey wished to avoid any connection with the small Serbian principal- 
ity or the larger threat of Russian influence.’ F * 


Political Ilyrianism and 1848 


Before any real connection to Serbia could appear, Gaj and his allies 
had transformed the Illyrian movement into a political party. The form 
tion in om Croatia of a Magyarone Party that rejected the “Til a 
language” and any attendant national identity forced their hand Th 
urban and noble élite of the Illyrian Party won seats in the local ae 
ne of 1841-42. ‘Their victory in Zagreb particularly antagonized the 
ungarian authorities. By 1843 Gaj had to give up the leadership of 
what was now the National Party, lacking the noble pedigree ede to 
sit in the Sabor. Its noble leaders concentrated on a more specificall 
Croatian agenda, persuading the Sabor to petition for Croatian ae 
of the Catholic church and to make Illyrian the language of go 
as well as instruction in the Triune territories. oe 
Gaj returned to the political stage briefly in 1848 when the Hungari 
revolt against Habsburg rule led to the suppression of both Croat “a 
Serb activities, from Civil Croatia to the Vojvodina. The nage 
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parliament voted to separate Civil Croatia completely from Slavonia, 
reaffirmed Latin as the official language, and refused to recognize the 
hasty Habsburg appointment of Josip Jelaci¢, a Croat military, colonel 
from the Military Border, as Ban of Civil Croatia and Slavonia. The 
first Croatian Sabor to include non-nobles countered by eliminating all 
feudal obligations for the peasantry. Hungarian troops put down an 
initially successful revolt by Vojvodina Serbs, led by their Orthodox 
Metropolitan and supported by volunteers from Serbia and regulars 
from Jelaci¢’s forces. The Vojvodina Serbs demanded their own linguis- 
tic and religious autonomy, including an annual assembly that would 
have given lay representatives a political forum. Yet they sought no 
special connection with Serbia. Jelagi¢ too wanted an informal alliance, 
not a South Slav state including Serbia. Gaj had already made a clumsy 
effort to discuss such a state with Serbia’s recently deposed ruler, Milos 
Obrenovié. Gaj’s entanglement in Obrenovié’s visit to Zagreb and a 
subsequent financial scandal ended his own political career.® 

The wider debacle of 1848 also ended the first efforts to form a Serb- 
Croat alliance that had any prospect of throwing off Austro-Hungarian 
control. Military assistance to the monarchy against the Hungarians 
won the Habsburg Serbs and Croats no political rights in the authorit- 
arian Austrian regime that prevailed from 1849 to 1860. The Croatian 
Sabor was not allowed to meet again during this period. Vienna ruled 
both the Vojvodina, now consolidated in response to Serb demands in 
1848, and Dalmatia even more directly. This sorry end to the Illyrian 
movement has in part been attributed to Gaj’s lack of political experi- 
ence, but two broader limitations must be emphasized.” First, the move- 
ment lacked any base in the overwhelmingly illiterate peasantry that 
made up 90 percent of the Croat population. Their emancipation was 
the noble-led National Party’s last thought, not its first. Second, the 
movement left the question of any new nation-state’s identity unre- 
solved. Gaj, nobles like Draskovic, and Ban Jelacié were quick to dis- 
agree about what form a new South Slav entity should take and what 
its relation should be to an already autonomous Serbia (see map 2.2). 
Arguments over these same issues would plague Croatian politics from 
this time forward. 


Serbia as a nineteenth-century nation-state 


Serbia and the future Yugoslav capital of Belgrade spent much of the 
nineteenth century building the framework for a modem nation-state. 
This achievement was unique among the future Yugoslav territories. 
Although it took almost the entire century, Serbia created a modem 
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Map 2.2 Serbia and the Habsburg Lands, 1830-1878 


army and a civilian bureaucracy. If its increasingly democratic constitu- 
tions were observed mainly in their breach, the state also acquired a 
political culture based on more independent experience than any of 
the other South Slav peoples. At the same time, the Serbian idea of a 
modern state was imported from the Vojvodina with the same confla- 
tion of corporate and national rights that predominated over individual 
Tights in the Habsburg or Ottoman lands. While doubling in size and 
increasing its population from one-half million to 2.3 million between 
1830 and 1900, Serbia also became more Serb. After a limited number 
of Turks, Albanians, and Bosnian Muslims had been forced out and 
Greek traders had voluntarily departed, its ethnic composition was nearl 

90 percent Serb by the end of the century. : 


The First Serbian Uprising 


The still-honored First Uprising against Ottoman rule (1804-13) was 
too brief and insecure to acquaint its village leaders with European 
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political institutions or military organization. The First Uprising began 

as a frontier revolt against the latest in a century of rapid reversals of 
Serbian fortune at the hands of Ottoman forces. In 1690, 739, and 

1791, military alliances with the advancing Habsburg army ha ‘prompted 

successful Ottoman counterattacks. After the third coymterattack, a 

weakened Porte formally conceded one right that Serbian village leaders 

had sporadically been given throughout the eighteenth century, the 

collection of local taxes. Moreover, the Ottomans now allowed some of 
this revenue to finance a popular militia. Displaced Ottoman Janissaries, 

moving into Serbia after their exclusion from the reorganized Ottoman 

army, tried to revoke these rights. In 1804 they killed as many as 150 

village leaders, now called knezovi (or princes, according to Habsburg 
usage), and set off the revolt. Its initial purpose was to restore local 
Serbian rights within the Ottoman framework. The brutal Ottoman 
effort to suppress the rebellion, led by the irregular units of Bosnian 
Muslims that were the closest at hand, helped change what was, by 
accepted Ottoman practice, a “ritually correct rebellion” against the 
Sultan’s enemies into a Serbian attempt to break free from imperial 
rule, Also at work, beyond the rallying cries of the knezovi, was the 
receptivity of Serbian peasantry at the turn of the century to the millennial 
expectation that St. Sava would return to lead them and drive the 
Turks “across the blue sea.”"° 

A peasant border trader named Karadjordje, or Black George, led 
the uprising. He used his experience with a regiment of Serb volun- 
teers, organized and trained by Habsburg officers in the 1788-91 cam- 
paign, to win initial victories and then to survive a series of Ottoman 
assaults. After accepting a governing council of twelve locally chosen 
leaders in 1805, Karadjordje resisted their authority. He replaced them 
with a larger body of his appointees in 1811, confirming himself as 
hereditary ruler for life at the same time. His attitude toward repres- 
entative government may be gauged from his answer to the arguments 
for constitutional accountability posed by an educated Serb from the 
Vojvodina: “Well now, it’s easy for this sovereign law of yours to rule in 
a warm room, behind this table, but let us see tomorrow, when the 
Turks strike, who will meet them and beat them.” If Karadjordje failed 
to introduce representative government, neither did he conduct a reli- 
gious war against an enemy seen primarily as Muslim. Serbian Ortho- 
dox priests joined in the struggle, but Michael Petrovich discounts 
the idea that they led a crusade for the “Venerable Cross against the 
Islamic Crescent.”"! 
This First Uprising left other legacies to Serbian political culture 

beyond the primacy of the military commander in the face of outside 
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attack. The assemblies of village elders, the heads of extended zadruga 
families or groups of families, lost their right to elect military as well as 
civilian leaders in 1811, but they had launched the uprising and thus 
preserved the legitimacy of local government in popular memory as 
srpska demokratya. In addition, educated Serbs from the Vojvodina 
precant (literally, those from across the river), came in sufficient huni 
bers to establish their credentials for participating in future Serbian 
central governments, where their Enlightenment ideas of representative 
consent would eventually bear fruit. 

Foreign intervention was, on the other hand, discredited, Habsburg 
economic exploitation and pressure for Uniate or Catholic conversion 
during the occupations of 1718-39 and 1788-91 had already called 
Vienna’s motives into question. The Napoleonic advance into Central 
Europe precluded any significant military assistance from that source 
after 1805, and none was offered in any case. The Russian assistance 
promised in 1806 never materialized, despite the dispatch of a small 
mission. When Napoleon’s attack on Russia ended the Russo-Turkish 
War of 1806-12, Ottoman forces were free to crush Karadjordje’s forces 
the following year. 

Total defeat after a long struggle and the ruthless reprisals that fol- 
lowed linked the First Uprising in Serbian historical memory to the 
medieval empire’s defeat at Kosovo in 1389, a defeat memorialized by 
an oral tradition of epic poetry. The bloody legend of heroic defiance 
and cruel defeat now received a transfusion, as did the idea that restor- 
ing a Serbian state would be the best defense against future suffering 
But no one mentioned restoring the extended borders of the medieval 
empire or reviving the title of emperor. 


Monarchic versus constitutional centralism, 1815-1874 


A Second Uprising began further south of the Habsburg border in 
1814, and it succeeded in forcing an Ottoman concession of limited 
autonomy by 1815. Its leader, Milos Obrenovié, left his descendants to 
vie with Karadjordje’s heirs for the Serbian throne. Chances for recon- 
ciliation suffered grievously when Milos had Karadjordje assassinated 
as the latter tried to return from the Vojvodina in 1817. To his credit 
Milos bargained masterfully with Ottoman leaders in Serbia and oe 
Constantinople during the 1820s to slice Turkish and Bosnian Muslim 
rights and reduce their presence, particularly in the countryside. He 
offered incentives to Serbs from neighboring Bosnia-Hercegovina in 
particular to immigrate, helping swell the largely rural population from 
450,000 in 1815 to 700,000 by 1830. When another Russo-Ottoman 
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War broke out in 1828, Milo§ was well positioned to parlay for formal 
autonomy. The sultan’s decrees of 1830 first reduced Serbian obligations 
to permitting a few border garrisons and paying an annual tribute. The 
decrees of 1833 then agreed to the departure of all Turkish’ civilians 
plus the restoration of six southern and western border districts lost in 
1813. 

Milo3’s extraction of such concessions from Ottoman authonues came 
from an autocratic regime in which he and his associates monopolized 
the hard won rights of tax collection in Serbia and trade across the 
Danube. In 1826 his military forces put down another rebellion by 
local knezovi of the sort that Karadjordje had suppressed in 1811. This 
marked the demise of oligarchic regionalism. In the phrase of Michael 
Petrovich, only “constitutional centralism” was left to challenge the 
native ruler’s monarchic powers until the emergence of modern polit- 
ical parties later in the century.” 

By 1839, however, Milos had lost his exclusive authority and new, 
more broadly based opponents forced him to abdicate his position as 
prince, the first peaceful transfer of power in modern Serbia’s history. 
Milos had apparently placed the Serbian Orthodox church under his 
control when he extracted its autonomy from the Greek Patriarch in 
Constantinople in 1831. He forced out the several Greek bishops and 
named his own secretary as the new Metropolitan. But by 1835 the 
educated precani prelate extracted a statute that allowed the church 
internal autonomy. Commercial and political opponents, based in Bel- 
grade, forged the first independent opposition. Belgrade was still a 
small, Ottoman-style town of some 20,000 people in 1830. But the 
mushrooming livestock export to the Habsburg lands, whose value 
tipled again in the 1820s and again in the 1830s, had created a new 
trading class jealous of Milo8’s tax and trade monopolies.’* Precani 
members of his regime were also uncomfortable with their subordinate 
position. In 1838 a combination of domestic opponents and European 
consuls, the British representative in particular, finally pushed Milos 
into agreeing to a kind of constitution. 

The document bears comparison with the Organic Statutes instituted 
under Russian sponsorship for the Romanian principalities a few years 
earlier. It did not provide for a legislative assembly, but did create 
separate courts and a governing council to which European-style min- 
istries would be responsible. A coalition of council members, dubbing 
themselves the Defenders of the Constitution, were soon able to force 
Milo across the Danube into exile. The coalition recognized a son of 
his rival Karadjordje as his legitimate successor in 1842, after clashes 
with council members ended the brief reign of one of Milo8’s sons. 
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The new prince, Aleksandar Karadjordjevic, was too weak to set his 
own stamp on a long reign that lasted from 1842 to 1858. That period 
is remembered less for him than for his ministers, the most powerful of 
whom was Ihja GaraSanin. Born near Kragujevac in 1812, he had been 
educated in Greek and German schools “across the river.” Three of the 
six other Constitutionalist leaders were preéani, born in the Vojvodina. 
With GaraSanin in the central position as interior minister, they sought 
to modernize the small principality by bureaucratic authority. They 
expanded police powers accordingly, and wrested state control of the 
small number of primary schools from the Orthodox church. Their 
most positive achievement, in the judgment of scholars from Slobodan 
Jovanovi¢é on, was the liberation of village commerce so that peasants 
from the interior could share in the further expansion of Habsburg 
trade.'* The Constitutionalists’ unwillingness to share power and their 
resistance to a genuinely independent judiciary eventually allowed a 
mix of local and commercial opponents to force them and_ the 
Karadjordjevic dynasty from power in 1858. . 

The monarchy soon reasserted its central position. The aged Miloi’s 
brief return in 1859 had little impact, but his son Michael’s succession 
the following year saw power returned to the modest palace and its 
first Serbian prince with a formal education. Michael worked with Ilija 
GaraSanin to eliminate opposition from an increasingly dissatisfied Bel- 
gtade élite, especially those returning from university studies in France.~ 
A censorship law in 1861 attacked the right to publish views opposing 
the regime’s in the city’s nascent newspapers. The prince dismissed a 
number of tenured civil servants and virtually dissolved the highest 
court in 1864. Calling themselves Liberals in the contemporary Euro- 
pean tradition, opponents led by Vladimir Jovanovié refused to aban- 
don their demands for a new constitution and an elected legislature.” 

Their chance did not come until other opponents of Michael assassin- 
ated him in 1868. The minister of war promptly used his troops to 
make the Regency accept Michael’s fourteen-year-old nephew Milan as 
heir to the throne. The ascendant Liberals were then able to oust 
conservative ministers and push through a new constitution by 1869. It 
eliminated the governing council and revived the Narodna Skupstina, or 
National Assembly, whose sessions every three years under Michael 
had been largely ignored. Now all tax-paying males would elect repres- 
entatives to meet annually as two-thirds of an Assembly that would also 
include the Prince’s appointees. Although freedom of the press was not 
yet guaranteed, debates in the new Assembly became public occasions. 
Its major factions, although not yet political parties, felt sufficiently 
independent by 1874 to force a sitting government to resign. 
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The right of the SkupStina to initiate legislation and to control the 
state’s budget, as well as its election by secret ballot, came only with the 
1888 constitution. Those rights would not become real until the accession 
of a genuinely constitutional monarch, Petar Karadjordjevig/in 1903. 


7 
National aspirations versus party politics, 1844-1903 


As in modern Greece, Serbia’s leaders aspired to expand its borders to 
include fellow Serbs before mass political parties had taken shape. The 
most complete statement of such Serbian aims was also the first. In 
1844 then Interior Minister Ilija GaraSanin revised a ten-page draft 
memorandum prepared for him by a Polish-sponsored Czech advisor. 
This Naéertanije, or outline, described in Pan-Slavic terms the unifica- 
tion of all South Slavs in a single, new state. GaraSanin substituted 


Serbs for South Slavs and made the existing Serbian state the center 
+ around which surrounding Ottoman territory with Serb populations 
' should be drawn. He added some vague references to the restoration 


of Tsar Dugan’s medieval Serbian empire. This much is well known, 
as celebrated by later Serbian nationalists as it is damned by their Cro- 
atian counterparts. Yet this famed Nacertanije remained an internal, 


: uncirculated memorandum read only by a handful of politicians until a 
© Belgrade journal published it in 1906. 


More important for the origins of the first Sago: and the end 
still larger South Slav state. The document ; ced both the romantic 
nationalism of Serbs standing alone and the Realpolitik needed to navigate 
among. the. Great Powers. Ilija GaraSanin, the future foreign minister, 
embodied both sensibilities. Even if his designation by David MacKenzie 
as the Balkan Bismarck goes too far, GaraSanin saw the inherent danger 
of overdependence on Habsburg trade to much smaller Serbia’s sur- 
‘yival, particularly if Vienna managed to use that leverage politically.”° 
Anticipating the breakup of the Ottoman Empire, he sought to deny 
the Balkans to both Russian and Austrian domination. 

The Naéertanije itself uses the language of romantic nationalism to 
propose a Serbian state that would include Bosnia-Hercegovina, 
Montenegro, Macedonia, Kosovo, and northem Albania, with borders 
assuring access to the Adriatic. GaraSanin did not suggest retaking the 
far borders of Tsar DuSan’s Serbia, much less moving the capital to 
Macedonia. Belgrade and an enlarged Serbia would instead be the center 
of a still larger entity that would include Bulgarian and Croatian lands 
but not the large Greek territory that DuSan conquered. Separate eth- 
nic identities were to be respected, and the Croats were promised full 
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religious freedom. GaraSanin specifically proposed a network of Serbian 
agents and educators, but called on them to pay special attention to 
cogperation-v -with. Catholic priests, the Franciscan order in particular. 
This was well and good, but the implicit designation of an undefined , 
subsidiary role for the Croats in some union with an enlarged | “Serbia - 
including Bosnia made GaraSanin’s double vision a fatal flaw whenevér 
twentiéth-céntury politicians, Serb or Croat, applied it to either of the 
two Yugoslavias. 

GaraSanin himself had two chances to apply his ideas. The first came 
in 1848, when the Serbs of the Vojvodina revolted against the Hungar- 
ian tates they had first joined in a common uprising against Habsburg 
rule. The Serbian interior minister avoided any formal support for the 
insurgents, fearing Great Power objections, but sent agents to Dalmatia 
and aforementioned volunteers to the Vojvodina. He also worked be- 
hind the scenes to forge an alliance with General Jelaci¢, the Croatian 
Ban and commander of the forces from the Military Border that were 
crucial to the Habsburg suppression of Hungarian independence by 
1849. In return Vienna allowed the Vojvodina Serbs only to reaffirm 
their religious” autonomy, tightening its own political control, as already 
noted, until handing it over to Hungarian authorities in 1860. 

Thus disillusioned with the rewards of maneuvering within the 
Habsburg lands, Garaganin turned in the 1860s to the Ottoman Em- 
pire’s European territdties 8. 1” Now foreign minister, he and Prince Michael 
concluded alliances * Greece and Montenegro in case the revolt his 
Bosnian Serb network anticipated became a general uprising to expel 
the Ottomans from the Balkans. The prince had already authorized a 
large National militia with a potential force of 90, 000 men. But the 
prince’s “attempted ‘ ‘militarization of Serbia” did not persuade him or 
visiting Russian officers that the effort to train or equip to European 
standards what was still a set of local militias had succeeded. He re- 
jected his foreign minister’s advice simply to send the new army across 
the Drina river into Bosnia at the first sign of revolt, against Austrian 
wishes and with little prospect of victory.'® 

Michael’s judgment was vindicated, but only after his assassination 
the next year. Almost a decade later in 1876, still loosely organized 
Serbian troops, supported by even more loosely organized Russian vol- 
unteers, rushed into Bosnia-Hercegovina to aid Serb peasants who had 
revolted against their Bosnian Muslim landlords. Ottoman forces quickly 
repulsed two small thrusts. Their defeat forced Serbia to accept in- 
dependence in 1878 on Habsburg terms, set by the Great Powers in 
Berlin to restrict aspirations for national expansion. Domestic issues 
were left to bring modern parties and mass politics to Serbia. 
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The Liberal leaders who had ruled Serbia through the 1870s paid 
little respect to the increasingly active young monarch, Milan Obrenovic. 
Now they were answerable to him and other opponents for a war effort 
on the Bosnian border and in eastern Serbia that attracted no,Russian 
support and yielded only the modest addition of the southgrn Ni§ tn- 
angle in the final peace settlement reached at Berlin in 1878. When the 
Liberals introduced new income taxes to pay for some of the war’s ex- 
penses and signed the one-sided trade agreement proposed by Austria- 
Hungary, Milan seized the occasion to dismiss them. The so-called 
young conservatives, successors to GaraSanin’s generation, now formed 
the cabinets of 1880-87. They established themselves as a formal party 
called the Progressives and created a club for their SkupStina members. 
They must be credited with a series of press, judicial, and educational 
reforms that drew on their leaders’ legal studies in Paris. 

The new Radical Party had in the meantime overtaken the Progressives 

with modern initiatives to attract a mass membership and organize a 
network across Serbia. Its village organizers and its widely distributed 
newspaper, Samouprava (yes, Self-Management, here meaning local 
self-government rather than the economic concept of Tito’s Yugosla- 
via) led the way. This party would dominate Serbian politics during the 
decade before 1914. Moving away from its roots in the utopian rural 
socialism of Svetozar Markovic, which he barely articulated before his 
early death in 1872, the party’s platform for the 1881 elections sought 
only political change on the pattern of the French Radical program of 
that same year.’® The first comprehensive program for democratic re- 
form put before Serbian voters emphasized the primacy of the National 
Assembly and local government over the monarch and its ministries. 
Although their increased vote did not win them a majority, they were 
able to push through a law for free, compulsory village schooling by 
1883. The Orthodox hierarchy that might otherwise have blocked secu- 
lar schools was still embroiled in Milan’s dismissal of their Metropol- 
itan for refusing to pay taxes. The Radicals’ other demands for democratic 
constitutional amendments and specific rights for local government might 
not have prevailed had it not been for a local peasant rebellion that 
same year. 

The Radical victory of 1888 and the fine, Belgian-style constitution 
that followed from it, drew heavily on wider reaction to the Timok 
rebellion in 1883. Peasants from this eastern border region rose up 
against government agents rather than accept a law confiscating peasant 
tifles and distributing a smaller number of new Mausers to local army 
commanders. The law was part of a rational effort to organize a thor- 
oughly integrated European-style army, so as not to repeat the failures 
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of the 1876-78 war in Ottoman Bosnia. Both the Progressive govern- 
ment and Milan, newly crowned as king rather than prince, refused to 
back down despite Radical support for the rebels and fee opposition 
to the idea of a national army. The Radical Party leader was already the 
36-year-old Nikola Paiic, a native of the Timok region and educated as 
an engineer in Switzerland. The king’s peasant regiments held together 
and pur down the revolt, forcing Pasi¢ into five years of exile in Bul- 
garia.” Such local resistance to the power of a modernizing central 
government was popular enough to help Pasié lead his party to a sweep- 
ing victory in the elections of 1888. They won every seat in the Skupétina 
and quickly ratified a more democratic constitution. It gave majority 
rule from the Assembly the right to dominate the political process and 
to defy the monarchy. The Radicals were able to force Milan Obrenovié 
a the throne in 1889. Yet his weak successor, Aleksandar, was 
aha by his majority in 1894 to discard the 1888 constitution 
In the meantime, party politics had turned away from issues of do- 
mestic development ‘and back to the emphasis on expanded borders 
begun by Ilija Garaganin. In the warfare of 1876-78 with the Ottoman 
Empire, which as we shall see had begun badly for Serbia in Bosnia 
its army drew on Serb volunteers from Kosovo to advance through ne 
Nis Cignele almost to Pristina by January, 1878. Before and after the 
army’s withdrawal, the new Ottoman Sultan, Abdud Hamid II, unleashed 
Kosovar Albanian auxiliaries on the remaining Serbs. Deoredations on 
both sides forced perhaps 30,000 Serbs from the four Kosovo villayets 
and an equal number of Albanians from the Nié triangle.” Enter “ethnic 
cleansing”, along with the migration that had explained Kosovo’s demo- 
graphic history before and after the Serb migrations of 1690 and 1737 
The Radicals’ 1881 program had endorsed the liberation and unifica- 


plete with the public promises to reclaim the territory. 

Myatovic, who was also President of the Serbian Academy of Sciences 
and Arts, followed the earlier lead of Vojvodina Serbs for ceremonies 
there to coordinate a series of events across Serbia. Most prominent was 
the coronation of young Aleksandar Obrenovié as King in an Ortho- 
dox monastery with the Russian Consul looking on. Kosovo was one 
issue on which they agreed — a revived if not “invented” tradition — 
and one which omitted issues of internal modernization entirely. Like 
Greece’s megali idea to reclaim the territory of the Byzantine Empire 
Serbia’s quest for Kosovo would reinforce what Gale Stokes has called 
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“politics without development,” a growing state_apparatus barely con- 


nected to a backward, rural economy.” 


Peasant agriculture and the Austro-Hungarian rer 


Serbia’s population and economy had grown significantly acd the first 
years of autonomy. Bur the structural changes needed to turn growth 
into sustained development through rising productivity and modern 
technology had hardly begun. No Serbian government had addressed 
the issue beyond providing limited support for technical education and 
a series of European loans to construct Serbia’s section of the Orient 
Express rail line to Constantinople. After the first of these loans col- 
lapsed in 1881 with the death of French financier Eugéne Bontoux, 
other borrowing built the line and whetted the government’s appetite 
for more. Debt service already consumed one-third of a ballooning 
state budget by 1887. More loans helped double that budget again by 
1898, but not one more mile of track was built nor any other economic 
project undertaken with the largely French loans. 

Considerable economic growth was nonetheless underway, making 
state support seem less important. The population of Serbia doubled to 
reach 1 million from 1834 to 1859 and thén jumped to 2.5 million by 
1899, including the 330,000 people added by the Nis triangle after the 
Treaty of Berlin. Primarily responsible were the high rural birth rate 
(over 40 per 1,000) and the continuing immigration of Serbs from 
Ottoman Bosnia-Hercegovina and Macedonia. Extensive grain cultiva- 
tion on newly cleared land doubled the wheat acreage per capita be- 
tween 1862-66 and 1896-1900. Output per capita also rose until the 
absence of modern methods or technology on these peasant smallhold- 
ings forced it to decline after 1900.” 

The major export and major stimulus to urban growth beyond the 
state bureaucracy growing up in Belgrade was not grain but livestock. 
Hogs and cattle were herded on foot to Belgrade or other towns on the 
Danube or Sava rivers for transport across to the Habsburg Vojvodina 
and on to the Austro-Hungarian market. None of this made any contri- 
bution to the tiny industrial sector and little to urban growth. People in 
towns over 2,000 remained only 14 percent of Serbia’s population by 
the end of the century, less than in any other independent Balkan state 
and higher only than Dalmatia among the future Yugoslav lands. 

The livestock trade’s greater significance lay in the export boom and 
the excessive dependence on the Austro-Hungarian market that it main- 
tained from the 1830s through the 1890s. Led by livestock, Serbian 
export value tripled from 1835-38 to 1856-60 and then nearly quadrupled 
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by 1896-1900. No one noticed that, by the later date, the population 
had increased enough to lower the exports’ total real per capita value. 
But Serbian politicians did perceive the consistent direction of 85-90 
percent of their total exports to Austria-Hungary as a political problem. 
Such overdependence had already given the Dual Monarchy enough 
commercial leverage to extract a secret agreement to monitor Serbia’s 
foreign policy in 1881. Then the Hungarian half of the monarchy and 
its agricultural interests launched the decennial campaign of 1896 for 
Austrian concessions in order to renew its own customs union for 
another ten years. Habsburg representatives fastened for the first time 
on barring rival Serbian livestock exports as a painless concession to 
Budapest. Serbian traders now began to search for other markets. They 
paid scant attention to the other lands of the future Yugoslavia because 


. they had the same primary products to export. In fact, Serbian sales to 


these territories never accounted for more than 2 percent of its own 
pre-1914 export value.” 


Montenegro as mini-state 


By the modest economic standards just applied and by European polit- 
ical standards as well, the nineteenth-century Principaliry of Montenegro 
was significantly smaller, less developed, and more isolated from the 
future Yugoslav lands. Yet the Black Mountain (Crna Gora) was import- 
ant for other reasons, as it would be again, during and after the Second 
World War. On these several occasions, the local inhabitants’ military 
valor on mountainous terrain defied foreign occupation. Here was one 
reason. Montenegro also emerged as a state separate from Serbia, de- 
spite an arguably Serb population, and it conducted foreign relations 
with the European powers like any of the far larger independent states 
of the pre-1914 Balkans. 

The initially landlocked principality was remarkably small and poor. 
Its population even by the mid nineteenth century was barely 60,000 
and concentrated almost entirely in mountain villages unconnected by 
any roads. Low crop yields and limited cultivation produced enough 
grain to feed only a fraction of its people. Livestock trade provided the 
only export. Either work abroad or banditry at home was more profit- 
able, and both were better respected.® 

A series of Orthodox bishops based in Cetinje and supported by 
Russian subsidies had struggled with the leaders of a dozen local clans 
to establish some sort of central authority since the eighteenth century. 
They came together only to hold Ottoman suzerainty at bay. Even the 
last and most famous of these bishops, Petar Petrovié Njegos, better 
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remembered for his powerful, almost epic poetry, could not collect 
taxes or administer a legal system. He tried to do so, inspired by a sense 
of collective Serbian identity, based on the Kosovo defeat and a religious 
crusade to kill or expel local Turks, rather than by the Enlightenment 
ideas of individual virtue with which he was also familigr. His most 
moving poem, “The Mountain Wreath” (Gorski vijenac); makes such 
priorities clear. His secular successor in 1851, Danilo, managed to 
promulgate a legal code and organize a unified army. He increased the 
new principality’s size slightly in 1859, but was assassinated the next year. 

Danilo’s successor, Prince Nikola, presided over Montenegro as it 
doubled in size and won access to the Adriatic. On Russia’s urging, the 
European powers recognized Montenegro as an independent state after 
its forces stayed in the field longer than Serbia’s in the Russo-Ottoman 
War of 1877-78. The subsequent Treaty of Berlin gave the principality 
less territory than the initial Treaty of San Stefano and put its new 
coastline under Habsburg oversight. Russian subsidies to its state budget 
continued. Limited separation of the prince’s arbitrary powers after 
1879 between executive, legislative, and judicial bodies did nothing to 
advance the backward economy, 

At the same time, Montenegro’s population of 117,000 within its 
new borders grew to 185,000 by 1900. The urban share passed 
8 percent. Pressure to work abroad and the chance to study there grew 
accordingly. The state allocated a larger share of its budget for educa- 
tion than any Balkan state budget, funding enough primary schools to 
decrease the urban illiteracy rate of males to less than 50 percent by 
1900. Students going on to Zagreb and especially to Belgrade for higher 
education established intellectual connections with the future Yugoslav 
lands. But the separate Montenegrin military and political structure 
continued on its own way, supported by Prince Nikola’s ability to 
navigate his small state between the European powers until the First 
World War. 


Croatian and South Slav ideas in the Habsburg lands, 
1860-1900 


Among the South Slavs of the Habsburg monarchy, the politics of 
national aspiration were concentrated in Civil and Military Croatia, 
at least unul 1900. Yet they also made an appearance in Bosnia- 
Hercegovina, Dalmatia, and Slovenia. Of the three Croatian ideas for 
national integration, the Yugoslav idea had the shorter life span than 
either nationalism or liberalism. 
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Strossmayer’s Yugoslav Confederation 


The first mention of a federal Yugoslavia, and even the first use of 
those words, came from the 1860s program of Josip Juraj Strossmayer. 
The Bishop of Djakovo (in eastern Slavonia) since 1849, the idealistic 
Croat cleric with the deceptively German name spent the next decade 
searching for a way to build a new movement for the cultural, really 
religious integration of the South Slavs on the Illyrian pattern. He 
found it in what Mirjana Gross has called the “ideological system” of 
Franjo Racki, another Catholic priest.” Ra¢ki believed that Herder’s 
political promise of “freedom through culture” could be fulfilled for 
the educated Croatian élite if only a single South Slav identity could 
be created to include Serbs as well as Slovenes. Strossmayer and Racki 
together founded the Yugoslav Academy of Sciences and Arts in Zagreb 
in 1866 to pursue that goal through common scholarship and linguistic 
unification. Indeed, its secretary’s priority was to publish a single dic- 
tionary for the Croatian and Serbian languages. 

How could the Orthodox Serbs be brought into their Yugoslav state? 
Strossmayer and Racki suggested two unpromising solutions. They 
crafted Uniate propaganda that asked Serbs to accept loyalty to Rome 
in return, combining their liturgy with a revived glagolica, the medieval 
Slavonic language of the Croatian church. They also espoused the vain 
hope that an increasingly restrictive Papacy, on the road to the doctrine 
of infallibility by 1870, would relax its late medieval suppression of the 
glagolitic liturgy. 

Strossmayer used his position as a leader of the National Party to 
pursue political rather than religious goals during the 1860s. He sought 
Croatian autonomy from Vienna rather than independence as a South 
Slav state. The February Patent of 1861 allowed the Croatian Sabor 
to meet again and offered Civil Croatia the chance to send its own 
delegates to the new imperial Reichsrat in Vienna. Strossmayer led the 
majority of his party in opposing participation. He counted instead on 
the Hungarians granting Civil Croatia and Slavonia the autonomy for 
them to become the center of a federation including the Military Border, 
Dalmatia, and Slovenia. The presumption that Croatia would continue 
to lead this autonomous part of the Habsburg monarchy emerged only 
in such details as the Slovenian obligation to give up their language in 
favor of the Stokavski dialect. 

Strossmayer did not propose a specific connection with Serbia until 
1866. The humiliating Habsburg defeat that year at the hands of Bis- 
marck’s Prussia allowed the Hungarian leadership to win its case for 
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autonomy. Budapest made clear its restrictive intentions toward Croatia. 
Ferenc Deak, leader of the dominant Liberals, called the in aE 
“non-political people” with a separate but lower culture. His attitu : 
accurately foreshadowed the limited autonomy for Civil Cr at an 
Slavonia alone that Hungary granted in the Nagodba of 1868. — 
Strossmayer’s interest coincided with Garasanin’s efforts, ae ly 
noted, to forge a system of alliances that would pouenie er ee 
military confrontation with the Ottoman Empire. As we sashes 7 
Serbia’s foreign minister had already concluded agreements with eece 
and Montenegro. Now he explored one with Croatian representatives 
as well, An assistant drafted a proposal for a Bosnian upnsing that 
promised “local administrative autonomy” and equal central authority 
for the “two poles” of Belgrade and Zagreb in a future confederal state. 
But, as he had with the original draft of the Nacertanye, rele 
revised the text. He eliminated the references to local autonomy za 
the two poles, stipulating instead that Belgrade was the ane 
center . . . for unification of all Yugoslav peoples into a single federate 
state.” What Strossmayer had in mind, on the other hand, was a aoe 
istic arrangement like Austria-Hungary between his Croatian-led fed- 
eration and Serbia. Strossmayer’s explicit readiness, then and later, ie 
cede all of Bosnia-Hercegovina to Serbia in return for retaining all - 
the Military Border, Slavonia, and the Vojvodina with Civil Croatia an 
some Slovene entity, was not enough to win over Garaganin. Nothing 
came of the bishop’s last project as an active politician, but this first 
conflict between Croatian and Serbian terms for some joint state make 


it significant.”* 


Creatian national and liberal ideas 


The Nagodba of 1868, its modest amendment in 1873, and the incor- 
poration of the Military Border into Hungary in 1881 fixed the sant 
work within which Croatian political culture developed for the rest : 
the century. By the 1870s, two independent currents had already esta 
lished themselves in Croatian politics. They were the nationalism an 
liberalism that have survived to the present day in Croatia, as the 
peasant and socialist currents of the early twentieth century have not. 
Both nationalism and liberalism had appeared in Croatia before 1868, 
but unlike nineteenth-century Yugoslavism, they survived the shock of 
the Austro-Hungarian Nagodba and Serbia’s terms for a Saal bat 
The leading proponents of a separate Croatia were Ante Stattevie an 
Eugen Kvaternik. They founded the Party of Right (read State s sei 
in 1861 to fight the centralized Austrian regime in Vienna that ha 
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suffocated the entire monarchy during the 1850s. Kvaternik died young 
during an abortive 1871 uprising in the Military Border against that 
authonity, while StarGevic¢ lived on as a reclusive sage until 1896. 

Starcevi¢ used his erudition and single-mindedness to put an indel- 
ible anti-Serb stamp on the Croatian national idea for the first time. 
Born on the Military Border of a Croat father and Serb mother, he was 
an ardent disciple of the Illyrian idea as a student during the 1840s. 
Even then, the centralized political regime that French rule had brought 
to the Illyrian provinces attracted him. By the 1860s, he made Napo- 
leon III his political hero because the French emperor supported north- 
ern Italian independence from Habsburg rule. His Party of Right would 
rely even more on Budapest as Vienna’s adversary than had Strossmayer. 
StarCevic’s subsequent disappointment with the Nagodba did not lead 
him to withdraw from politics like Strossmayer, but to extend his opposi- 
tion to Austrian rule of the Dual Monarchy. This disappointment also 
encouraged his assertion of a purely Croatian ethnic character over the 
widest possible territory, Serb settlements included. 

Sull, the mainsprings of his anti-Serb sentiments are as open to 
question as their powerful impact on later generations of Croatian and 
Serbian nationalists is not. Did they derive from disillusion with his first 
ideological allegiance, the failed Illyrian movement? Or from his judg- 
ment (and Kvaternik’s) that France was a more powerful and modern- 
izing ally for Croatia against the Habsburg monarchy than Serbia’s 
presumed ally Russia? Should a personal search for a single identity to 
overcome his own mixed, Serb—Croat parentage be included? Positive 
answers to any of these questions suggest that Staréevié was not simply 
reacting to the 1849 publication of an essay written by the leading 
Serbian linguist, Vuk Karadii¢, in 1836. Vuk’s “Serbs All and Every- 
where” (Srbi svi i svuda) claimed that all Stokavian speakers, and thus 
the majority of Croats, were Serbs regardless of religion. 

Whatever the origins of Staréevié’s ideas, he expressed them elo- 
quently and at length. He downplayed religious differences, but argued 
that the Serbs of Bosnia and the Military Border were really Orthodox 
Croats who, like the Bosnian Muslims, would voluntarily acknowledge 
their tie to the historical Croatian nation once it was shown to them. 
Forced conversion to Croat or Catholic identity was admittedly as far 
from his mind as were any of the other arbitrary features of Croatia’s 
fascist government during the Second World War. Yet it was he who 
coined the pejorative term, “Slavoserb,” revived by Croatian fascists 
and again later by some of the Zagreb media during the 1991-92 war 
to describe an inferior people who were not a nation but “a race of 
slaves, the most loathsome beasts.” Even his colleague Kvaternik objected, 


62 Yugoslavia as History 


. net fat . ; 46 
as he did to Staréevie’s assertion that Slovenes were “mountain Croats.” 


In sum the same person whose writings on the organic unity of the 
Croatian people were the most persuasive to be penned duri g the 
nineteenth century also brought the dangerous idea of Serbian,Anferior- 
ity, spiritual if not yet genetic, into Croatian politics. 

Both Staréevié and his Party of Right played a small role, let it be 
emphasized, in these two initial decades of Croatian party politics. The 
two branches of the National Party had split apart in 1863, one favoring 
cooperation with Hungarian and the other with the Austrian authorities 
as the better way to gain greater autonomy. Both won more seats in 
Sabor elections than the Party of Right, as did the Unionist (formerly 
the Magyarone) Party that welcomed full integration with modernizing 
Hungary. Support for the modernizing initiatives that swept the new 
Dual Monarchy after the Ausgleich won the reunited National Party a 
majority in the Sabor by 1871. Its leader was Ivan Mazuranié (StarCevic’s 
former schoolteacher who had helped convert him to Illyrianism). He 
became a leading literary figure after the publication of his masterfully 
tragic tale of a doomed Ottoman official in Hercegovina, Smrt Smazi- 
aga Cengi¢a (The death of Smail Aga) in 1846. A lawyer by training, 
Majuranié favored cooperation with Habsburg Vienna from the 1860s 
forward. In 1873 that earlier loyalty and a current disposition to con- 
centrate on domestic reform rather than confrontation with newly pre- 
dominant Budapest led to his appointment as Ban. 

MaiZurani¢’s slogan for modernization, “from the inside and outside” 
bore visible fruit in a number of towns, particularly Zagreb. The capital 
now began to look like a city, growing from 19,000 to 28,000 people 
during the decade and acquiring a Habsburg-style center of town. The 
new Ban made Zagreb the site of the first European-style university in 
the South Slav lands. Educational reform made primary and secondary 
schooling more accessible, although without the support for secular 
education that Franjo Ra¢ki and Bishop Strossmayer had given to the 
new university. This Ban Puéanin, or People’s Ban, also used the brief 
period of Hungarian disinterest (1873-75) to push 36 internal reforms 
through the Sabor, establishing an independent judiciary, some free- 
dom of the press and assembly, and Jewish emancipation. In addition, 
Habsburg Serbs occupied the top three positions in his regime with no 
significant complaint from the Croatian mainstream. Indeed, the major 
American study of the Mazurani¢ era finds “virtually no evidence of 
significant tension between Croats and Serbs within Croatia during the 
1870s.”*° 

In 1883 Budapest appointed a young, vigorous Hungarian Ban with 
instructions to advance the administrative integration of Croatia-Slavonia 
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with the Hungarian Kingdom and spread the use of a single Magyar 
language. His mandate may well be viewed from the Hungarian per- 
spective as taking central control of modernization. At the time, Croats 
also blamed the long tenure of Count Karoly Khuen-Hédervary (to 
1903) for diverting their politics from the liberal path of the period 
1860-80. The new Ban ended judicial independence and jury trials, 
revived the power of local government to defy the Sabor, and allowed 
religious schools for Orthodox Serbs as well as Catholic Croats to re- 
open. If we add these measures to evidence that the urban élite were 
confronted with the prospect of creeping cultural Magyarization, this 
seems a fair charge. The Croat élite now interpreted the Count’s 
appointment of Serbs to high official positions, unlike Mazuranic’s, as 
a policy of divide and rule. 

The Mazurani¢ regime nonetheless shared responsibility with its suc- 
cessor for neglecting peasant interests, beyond regulations to permit the 
division of zadrugas, or extended family holdings. Peasants predomin- 
ated in the 98 percent of the population who could not vote and were 
still over 80 percent illiterate in 1880. The absorption of the Military 
Border into Croatia-Slavonia in 1881 and the monarchy’s occupation 
of neighboring Bosnia-Hercegovina two years before helped set the 
stage for a peasant revolt in 1883 that spread more widely than Serbia’s 
Timok rebellion of the same year. Its origins and course had little to do 
with the Croatian nationalism of Staréevi¢c’s small party, contrary to the 
suspicions of Habsburg officials, and nothing to do with anti-Croatian 
initiatives from the Military Border’s sizeable Serb population. 


The 1883 peasant revolt and the Military Border 


The unrest that spread from northern Croatia into the former Military 
Border in the autumn of 1883 began in Zagreb as a Croatian national- 
ist protest. The Hungarian financial director had decided to hang the 
Hungarian state seal with inscriptions in both languages on his build- 
ings. This was not a trivial gesture. The director’s pressure on his staff 
to use the Hungarian language over the past three years had already 
aroused Croatian apprehension. A National Party newspaper sounded 
the alarm, and the streets of Zagreb and several other towns quickly 
filled with angry demonstrators. But the Party of Right failed miserably 
in its efforts to turn this urban furor into a rural insurrection against 
Habsburg rule, even when they invited Serb participation. 

Instead, the insurrection became a peasant revolt against all tax- 
collecting authority. It quickly spread from the Zagorje region north of 
Zagreb to the Banija district of the former Military Border. As Manuela 
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Dobos has demonstrated, peasants rebelled for economic reasons unre- 
lated to the ethnic anxieties of the urban élites.?! Serious rural problems 
had emerged across all of Croatia, although not as much in the less 
populated, more prosperous Slavonia. Both the Hungarian abgHtion of 
serfdom in Civil Croatia after 1848 and the 1850 Austrian law to make 
Grenzer holdings on the Military Border inheritable property had 
prompted parcellization of peasant land into uneconomically small home- 
steads by the 1870s. Legal obstacles prevented the dissolution and 
subsequent sale or mortgage of the larger zadruga communal holdings 
and also discouraged efficient cultivation. Then, during the decade 
preceding the peasants’ revolt, grain prices fell by half following the 
world market slump, and land taxes doubled. Peasant resentment of 
Croatian as well as Hungarian officials, still the largest occupational 
group in Zagreb, rose accordingly. 

The Grenzer counted additional grievances against the rapidly swell- 
ing state apparatus. The gradual dissolution of the Border’s special 
status had begun in 1873. The process combined infantry regiments 
with other Habsburg units, and closed the special stores that furnished 
necessities like tobacco, salt, and (shades of Serbia’s Timok rebellion in 
1883) rifles at cost. New indirect taxes followed, and the final absorp- 
tion of the Border in 1881 gave the Hungarian Financial Directorate 
the power to impose more, This threat prompted the Serb and Croat 
Grenzer to join together to expel all officials and even their own priests 
from a number of Banija villages. Their common adversaries were the 
kaputaii, or frock-coat-wearing urban officials, who only asked for taxes 
and offered no assistance for agricultural modernisation. 

Serb officers in the Croatian Krajina and townspeople in the Slavonian 
Krajina already saw the Habsburg administration of Croatia-Slavonia 
as working to their ethnic disadvantage. When the Grenzer delegates 
admitted to the Croatian Sabor for the first time in 1861 were expelled 
for rejecting participation in the new Austrian parliament, a number of 
Serb junior officers defected to Serbia. Some of them helped organize 
support along the Military Border for GaraSanin’s Serbian schemes to 
foment an uprising in Bosnia-Hercegovina against the Ottoman regime.” 

Such initiatives from Serbia only deepened Hungarian determination 
to dissolve the Military Border, to which the emperor finally agreed in 
1871. Two years later, the liberal Mazurani¢ introduced a single system 
of secular schools that threatened the survival of the Serbs’ Orthodox 
church schools in the previously protected Border. Serb townspeople in 
the Srem, the eastern area between the Danube and Sava rivers border- 
ing Serbia, protested, but there was little response from the country- 
side. The Serb peasants who joined Croat peasants in 1883 to oppose 
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the threat of higher Hungarian taxes came from the other, western end 
of the former Military Border. They evoked no echo in the Srem, even 
though pressures on the townspeople there for cultural Magyarization 
had since mounted. In the meantime, the Serbian government’s secret 
agreement of 1881 had granted Vienna a veto on its foreign initiatives, 
underscoring Belgrade’s inability to challenge the Austro-Hungarian 
occupation of Bosnia-Hercegovina. 


Bosnia’s transition from Ottoman to 
Austro-Hungarian rule 


The three-cornered wartare that bloodied Bosnian Serbs, Croats, and 
Muslims after the breakup of Yugoslavia in 1991 struck its earliest 
roots during the period surrounding the end of Ottoman domination. 
Serb-Muslim antagonism had spread in the several decades prior to 
1877 and sharpened thereafter. The hybrid features of Austro-Hungary’s 
post-1878 Bosnian regime also made Serbs and Croats potential adver- 
saries for the first time anywhere on the territory of the future Yugosla- 
via. Habsburg rule shared one feature with the late Ottoman regime 
that provoked antagonism. Both empires sought to modernize tax col- 
lection, military service, and education by bringing them under central 
control. The same motive was at work in the policies that led to the 
peasant uprisings of 1883 in both Serbia and Croatia, but had no 
consequence there for ethnic conflict. 

Ottoman reforms earlier in the nineteenth century had tried to put a 
moder army in place of the autonomous Janissary corps locally en- 
trenched around the empire. Military reform directly challenged the 
power of the Bosnian Muslim élite. Their local lords (begs and agas) 
commanded the Janissary Corps and held land which was sharecropped 
by largely Serb peasants. The proportion of Serbs in Bosnia had risen 
with migration from 10 to 40 percent of the population during the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. From 1815 Bosnian Muslim forces 
also held the six western and southern districts of Serbia that Prince 
Milos was finally able to bargain back from the Porte in 1833. By then 
the Bosnian Muslim élite had already organized a military expedition 
against the regular Ottoman army. Their force briefly won victories as 
far away from Bosnia as Kosovo and demanded autonomy, before be- 
ing defeated. Bosnian Muslims also resisted the efforts of further Otto- 
man reforms after 1839 to end the system of local commanders entirely. 
Finally, the arbitrary efforts of a new Ottoman governor to raise taxes 
and to make the state rather than local landlords the tax collectors 
triggered a last, failed Bosnian Muslim revolt in 1851.77 
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Serb peasants comprised over one-third of the 1.3 million people in 
Bosnia-Hercegovina by the 1860s. They had already staged local re- 
volts in 1834 and 1842 against their landlords’ impositions, maple more 
severe by the economic decline after the increased transit trade of the 
Napoleonic era had ended. New 1848 regulations demanded one-third 
of the grain harvest or forced labor in its place and spawned four more 
uprisings by 1862. For these rural Serb sharecroppers, all 400,000 
Bosnian Muslims seemed to be inextricably implicated in their griev- 
ances, not just the 10,000 members of the typically landowning élite. 
Some of the 250,000 Croats, largely from Hercegovina, also drank 
from this poisoned well, although they did not have the small commer- 
cial élite that was starting to speak up for the Serbs and look to Serbia 
for relief. But both Croat and Serb peasants, illiterate as they were, had 
local priests to add a confessional justification to their grievances. 

The widespread violence which would surround the transition to 
Austro-Hungarian rule began with the 1875 uprising in Hercegovina. 
Both Serb and Croat peasants were ready to take up arms when their 
demands to reduce a monetary tax burden, tripled since 1850, were 
rejected after a bad harvest. The killing of a Franciscan priest who had 
traveled to Dalmatia for the visit of the Habsburg emperor, Franz Josef, 
ironically set off the Serbs with the support of Montenegro. Ottoman 
and Bosnian Muslim forces soon put down the revolt and repulsed 
a brief invasion from Serbia. In the bloody process, some 150,000 
people, mainly Serbs, had been killed or forced to flee. This prolonged 
turmoil persuaded the European powers to add Austro-Hungarian 
occupation of Bosnia-Hercegovina to the terms of the Treaty of Berlin, 
concluded in 1878 to rescind Russian gains from its recent war with the 
Ottoman Empire. Austrian generals had coveted the province since 
1854 as a land route to safeguard the Dalmatian coast. They also 
feared Serbia’s interest as a potential Russian client. It took nearly three 
months of sometimes heavy fighting for Habsburg units to subdue the 
paramilitary forces assembled from the Bosnian Muslim population. 
The ensuing departure of more than 200,000 Muslims and Turks for 
Constantinople and the Ottoman core gave the Serbs a plurality in 
Bosnia-Hercegovina that would endure until after the Second World 
War. To add to the legacy of 1878, the victorious Habsburg units were 
primarily Serbs and Croats drawn from the dissolving Military Border 
into regular regiments and still led by Grenzer commanders.** 

A Grenzer general, a Croat, became the province’s first governor. 
Sdll, the terms of the Austro-Hungarian compromise now placed its 
administration under a new Bosnian Bureau set up in the joint Finance 
Ministry. From the start, the province was charged with paying its own 
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way. The resulting pressure to collect taxes encouraged the Finance 
Ministry to abandon the Croatian governor and his harsh treatment of 
the Muslim élite in favor of accommodating them and the existing land 
regime. A hasty cadastral survey also increased the area on which the 
sharecropping kmet majority of the population owed a recently reduced 
crop tax. In the meantime, Habsburg authorities encouraged Serb refu- 
gees to return to Hercegovina after the 1875-78 uprising by allowing 
them to form their own paramilitary units. When the returnees realized 
what taxes they faced and learned in late 1881 of the further Habsburg 
requirement for compulsory service in the regular army, they rose up in 
revolt. Several regular army regiments, now more Croat than Serb, put 
down the rebellion of 1882 but not the banditry that continued for 
another decade. 

Greatly facilitating the restoration of order was the appointment of 
an able Hungarian, who had become a South Slav scholar during his 
previous posting to Belgrade, as joint finance minister to head the 
Bosnian Bureau in 1882. Benjamin Kallay’s tenure continued unul 
1903, and his second-in-command’s even longer. Together they over- 
saw significant additions to urban infrastructure and the rural transport 
network; they also founded a number of state industnal enterprises. 
These modernizing initiatives demanded higher tax revenues, even 
though they were introduced for the primary purpose of generating 
enough revenue to show an annual budget surplus.” The resulting tax 
burden continued to fall most heavily on the Serb and Croat peasants 
still tied to sharecropping for Muslim landlords. 

Kallay’s insistence on confessional equality, combined with his in- 
ability to advance interconfesstonal education, contributed to growing 
tensions between Serbs and Croats. An influx of Croats, including 
many Habsburg officials, and a newly aggressive Catholic hierarchy 
made Serb apprehension inevitable. The Franciscan order lost its long- 
standing monopoly on speaking for the Catholic church in Bosnia- 
Hercegovina to the Austrian hierarchy. It encouraged other orders, 
Jesuits included, to send priests and brought an archbishop to Sarajevo. 
From the 1890s, Archbishop Josip Stadler used those priests to expand 
the network of Catholic primary and secondary schools. Kallay op- 
posed the identification of religion with ethnicity as “oriental backward- 
ness” unsuited to state-building, but his choice of words revealed a 
readiness to restrict the Serb Orthodox schools in particular. He abol- 
ished the special tax donation to the Serbs’ Orthodox schools in 1884 
and a number of them subsequently closed. Certificates of political 
reliability were required from 1892 for Serbs to teach in state schools 
which had in the meantime been staffed largely with Croat immigrants. 
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In addition Kallay opened a few state interconfessional schools in Serb 
areas and vetoed a plan for 150 new schools throughout the province in 
1894, As a result, while the share of primary pupils in state schools 
climbed from 31 percent to 74 percent between 1882 and 1900, the 
Serbian share of all pupils dropped from 55 to 42 percgnt. The total 
number of primary schools rose from 40 to 200, but the number per 
capita was still only half of Serbia’s low level. Less than one-sixth of all 
primary-age children attended school, and adult illiteracy, overwhelm- 
ingly rural, remained high at 90 percent.” 

Kallay must be credited with trying to articulate a common Bosnian 
consciousness for all three ethnic groups, an effort whose general failure 
then should not be used to deny such consciousness in Sarajevo and 
other large towns after the Second World War. His project to prepare a 
new series of school texts struggled to spell out Bosnia’s multi-ethnic 
identity. The wider Ottoman past and Muslim classics were neglected. 
His censors’ resistance to any specific references to Serbia or Croatia 
delayed the volume on medieval history until 1901. None of the three 
groups’ contributors to the texts nor the urban élites from which they 
came could be won over to his idea of Bosnjastvo, a Bosnian identity, 
more because it admitted no additional identity and demanded alle- 
giance to the Habsburg administration than because of deep religious 
animosities.” 

Kallay’s refusal to tolerate any form of political organization or ex- 
pression pushed all three groups toward the separate political parties 
that emerged during the decade after his death. By that time, the Serbs’ 
connection with Serbia and the Croats’ connection with the Catholic 
hierarchy had hardened (see chapter 3). Nor had Kallay’s initial con- 
cessions to the Muslim community convinced them that a political 
party was unnecessary. Neither the office of Reis-ul-ulema that he cre- 
ated for their religious leader in 1882 nor the regulation of 1891 that 
required family consent for conversion (usually from Muslim to Cath- 
olic) in mixed marriages persuaded the Muslim leadership in Sarajevo 
and the other towns that they could trust the Austro-Hungarian bur- 
eaucracy to represent their best interests. 

The idea that these interests and those of the Bosnian Serbs and 
Croats might best be served in a single South Slav state crossed relat- 
ively few minds by the end of the nineteenth century in this most 
ethnically mixed part of the future Yugoslavia. Chapter 3 will explore 
how accelerating urban modernization and new political possibilities 
after 1900 brought that idea to Bosnia, where distinct Serbian and 
Croatian ideas already had a foothold. 
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Dalmatia and Slovenia as Yugoslav outposts 


The incorporation of the Military Border into Civil Croatia-Slavonia 
and Bosnia-Hercegovina into the Dual Monarchy concentrated large 
numbers of Serbs under administrations that accorded them none of 
the privileges given them on the Border and relieved none of the bur- 
dens they bore in Bosnia-Hercegovina. The territorial changes also shifted 
the focus of Serbs in Belgrade and Croats in Zagreb toward the lands 
between them. Austro-Hungarian efforts to point Serbia southward to 
Kosovo and Macedonia had no lasting success. Croatia was diverted as 
well and more quickly from multi-ethnic connections with Dalmatia 
and Slovenia. The Croatian diversions would prove most costly to the 
Yugoslav idea. 

A kind of Yugoslav nationalism appeared in Dalmatia during the 
1860s. Some urban Serbs and more Croats united to form the Nation- 
alist Party and challenge the Italianizing Autonomists, who had used a 
tiny franchise to win the first election to a Dalmatian Diet in 1861. 
They were soon joined by Franciscan priests representing the illiterate 
peasantry of the hinterland. The Nationalists avoided the name “Croat” 
in their demands, even though one of their goals was to reunite the 
Triune Kingdom of Croatia, Slavonia, and Dalmatia. This they did to 
avoid a name offensive to Italian sympathizers because Grenzer regi- 
ments had participated in the recent Habsburg campaign in northemn 
Italy. The name “Yugoslav” also reassured the Serb minoriry of 15-18 
percent that they would be treated equally with Croats in any Triune state. 
It promised the coastal towns that their long tradition of municipal 
autonomy would be restored if not rescued from Austrian centralism. 

The Nationalists persevered until they won a majority in the Diet in 
1876 and even in the Italian Autonomist stronghold of Split in 1882. 
By then the entirely separate Serb and Croat tendencies from across 
the border in Hercegovina led to the creation of a separate Serbian 
National Party. The remainder in Hercegovina renamed themselves 
the Croatian National Party a few years later.*® 

The Slovenes’ connection with Croatia and the Yugoslav idea was 
even more brief but portentous. Their population was scattered among 
six Austrian provinces or territories, most with German or Italian 
ethnic majorities — hence the appeal of some South Slav support, once 
the Illyrian insistence on abandoning the Slovenian language had been 
set aside. Bishop Strossmayer’s more accommodating “Yugoslavism” 
and the Bishop himself encouraged a small group of Slovenes to draft 
the Maribor Program for a single Slovene entity within the Habsburg 
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monarchy. The proposal had no practical prospects, but the idea of a 
larger, South Slav province began to attract large crowds to a series of 
tabor, or town meetings. As a result, some 100 representativeyof Serbs 
and Croats as well as Slovenes were invited to a meeting in’Ljubljana 
in 1870 to decide what to do next. The Slovenian orgapizers had to 
expend considerable effort to persuade the Croatian National Party 
delegates to include a smaller number of Serbs.*? Nothing came of the 
meeting, understandably, given the delegates’ weak political position. 
The next year, this leading Croatian party accepted the Nagodba with 
Hungary and after 1878 transferred its attention to winning political 
rights for the Croat population of Hercegovina. 

Slovenian politics tarned inward after the 1873 elections and did not 
turn eastward again until after the turn of the century. By that time the 
uneven pace of accelerating economic modernization made the lack of 
Slovenian political leverage within the Austrian half of the Dual Mon- 
archy more painful. Only then did their interest revive in a wider unit 
from which to bargain. Yet with little economic incentive in 1870, the 
Ljubljana meeting set a modest precedent for Slovenian mediation as a 
way to bring Serbs and Croats together. 


3 New divisions, Yugoslav ties, and Balkan 
Wars, 1903-1914 


Only the course of the First World War, as we shall see in chapter 4, 
made it possible to form the first Yugoslav state in December of 1918. 
Yet calls for some sort of Yugoslavia were increasingly heard after the 
turn of the century. Change was in the air during this last prewar 
decade. New political parties appeared, impatient over the promise of 
mass politics. The status quo looked less promising and less likely to 
last than it had previously. 

The year 1903 appeared to usher in a new era even at the time. In 
Serbia, what began as a royal assassination and a military coup to install 
the rival dynasty soon promised to make the independent state truly 
a constitutional monarchy and a parliamentary democracy. Here was 
a Serbia to envy or even to join. In 1903, the Illinden Uprising also 
challenged Ottoman rule in Macedonia, and the twenty-year regimes of 
autocratic if able Habsburg administrators for Croatia-Slavonia and 
Bosnia-Hercegovina both came to an end. Across the South Slav lands 
of Austria-Hungary, ethnically based political parties questioned the 
existing political or territorial order. Their leaders began to debate 
alternatives that proposed the unification of all or some of the future 
Yugoslavia. The very word “Yugoslav” now passed into common usage. 

The European economic and political milieu was now pregnant with 
new possibilities. Accelerating economic growth and political unrest 
were the rule across the continent. The popular press and other means 
of rapid communication spread anxiety over international relations to a 
mass audience. The advance of universal male suffrage made mass 
politics a reality and gave nationalism a constituency that the new 
anxiety could mobilize. Partly in response, states large and small were 
rapidly expanding the civilian and military apparatus of government. 
Politicians and people were, in Winston Churchill’s words, “everywhere 
eager to dare.” By 1914 too many were ready to risk full-scale war. 
Officials, students, and townspeople from Slovenia to Macedonia 
shared an impatience for ethnic rights, class interests aside, and for self- 
determination at any cost. The growing sense that precipitous change 
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was under way everywhere made the prospect of a larger, South Slav 
state more realistic, and gave it far wider appeal than before. 

Then Serbia won the two Balkan Wars of 1912-13, absorbin north- 
erm Macédonia and Kosovo in the process. Its victories inspsted some 
Croats and Slovenes as well as most Serbs in the Habsbyrg lands to 
think about a large, new state as an immediate alternative. These events 
also reinforced the conviction of the Austrian General Staff that the 
Dual Monarchy needed a preventive war against Serbia in order to 
retain its hold on these southern lands, most prominently Bosnia- 
Hercegovina. 

Across the spectrum of South Slav peoples there was continuing 
disagreement or ambiguity about just what shape any new state should 
take. Political divisions split the increasingly educated, urban élites of 
the various ethnic groups. In major towns, new political parties fed on 
a mass press and mass education. Sharp commercial and industrial 
upswings after 1900 swelled the numbers of these divided élites at the 
same time that the advantages of a larger Yugoslav market first became 
obvious. Modernization, in other words, now mattered as it had not 
during the nineteenth century, at least outside the expanding structures 
for state administration and tax collection. 

Rural peasants still made up four-fifths of the population of the 
future Yugoslav lands. They were less divided along political or ethnic 
lines than the new party leaders, but were more divided economically. 
Some peasants gained from the economic upswings of the last prewar 
decade; the majority did not. The natural rate of rural population growth 
was simply too high, more than 1 percent per year, with no means to 
buy more land or employ better agricultural methods to increase pro- 
duction. As population growth outpaced what industrial stirrings from 
Slovene lands to Serbia could absorb, a significant number of the dis- 
advantaged peasants consequently emigrated. Permanent or prolonged 
emigration removed fully 5 percent of the Slovene and Bosnian 
populations for 1901-10, and 7 percent in Croatia proper. Seasonal 
migration prevailed in Serbia and Macedonia, but over 10 percent of 
Macedonia’s population also made prolonged stays from 1890 to 1910," 

Croatia-Slavonia’s urban population increased its proportion slightly, 
rising from 16 to 21 percent between 1880 and 1910. Much of that 
increase came from German and Hungarian immigrants, whose share 
of total population rose from 7 to 9 percent. Over 90 percent of the 
rural landowners worked smallholdings of less than 5 hectares (one 
hectare equals 2.47 acres), as they did in the other territories of the 
future Yugoslavia. The equal division of property among all sons (done 
secretly in Croatia to avoid the tax burden of breaking up the old 
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communal zadruga) split inheritances into ever smaller holdings. Al- 
though often on better land in Civil Croatia or Slavonia, the subdivi- 
sion of the Croat peasants’ holdings had gone farther (or started with 
smaller holdings) than for their Croatian Serb counterparts. The Croat 
proportion of peasants on holdings under 3 hectares approached 
80 percent by 1910, versus 16 percent for Serbs who made up 25 per- 
cent of total population (Croats were 63 percent). For larger holdings 
of 5 to 50 hectares, the Serb share was 37 percent. 

Seen in historical perspective, these long-underpopulated lands were 
now filling up to levels that extensive small-scale agriculture could no 
longer sustain. Serbian and Croatian population densities that had barely 
exceeded twenty people per square kilometer in the early nineteenth 
century approached sixty or more in 1910. Little wonder that the same 
decrease in hectares cultivated for grain per capita seen in Serbia after 
1900 occurred in Croatia-Slavonia as well.? 

The apparently rapid growth in both export value and industrial 
production in Serbia and the various Habsburg borderlands after 1900, 
by as much as 10 percent a year, did little to relieve the pressure in 
rural areas. Serbia’s exports declined in real per capita terms during this 
decade before the First World War. The Austro-Hungarian periphery 
probably did not do much better, but this is unclear and controversial 
from available data. More certain is the combined failure of the several 
industrial mini-spurts to provide employment in modern manufactur- 
ing for even 2 percent of the labor force across all of the future Yugo- 
slav lands by 1912.’ 

In addition, neither the commercial upswings nor the peasant migra- 
tions fostered connections among the future Yugoslav lands beyond the 
few exceptions to be described below. Trade between them remained 
minuscule; emigrants went elsewhere, to the Hungarian harvests or to 
Czech or American factories. (The young Josip Broz, later Tito, ended 
up in a Prague factory after deciding not to emigrate to the United 
States from Trieste.) But this still amounted to more economic change 
than any of these lands had experienced in the last decades of the 
nineteenth century, enough to call into question their connections to 
the Austro-Hungarian or Ottoman Empires. None of it, moreover, cre- 
ated economic conflict between native ethnic groups; it even encour- 
aged their cooperation. 

Tables 3.1 and 3.2 offer some bench marks by which to compare 
demographic change and distribution of land in these territories. Be- 
hind them lie the common features just recited: backward agricultural 
sectors overcrowded with peasant smallholdings and substantial urban 
and industrial growth that fell far short of the promise held out by 
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Table 3.1. Land distribution (pre-1914 census) 


Land distribution Croatia- Bosnia and 4 

(size in hectares) Serbia Slavonia Hercegovina Dalmatia Slovenia 
ry 
Up to 2 18.5 44.3 40.7 61.5 31.6 
2105 34.3 27.2 26.4 25.8 19.4 

5 to 20 43.1 27.6 18.7° 11.4 39.1 

20 to 50 3.8 0.7 14.2° 0.9 8.5 
Above 50 0.3 0.2 = 0.4 1.4 


*5 to 10 hectares 

’ Above 10 hectares 

Sources: Ranko M. Brashich, Land Reform and Ownership in Yugoslavia: 1919-1953 (New 
York: Mid-European Studies Center, 1954), 10-15; and Jozo F. Tomasevich, Peasants, 
Politics, and Economic Change in Yugoslavia (Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press, 
1955), 389. 


Table 3.2. Population, 1870 and 1910 (in thousands) 


Bosnia and 
Serbia Croatia-Slavonia Hercegovina Dalmatia 
per per per per 


Popwation sq.km. Population sq.km. Population sq.km. Population sq. kn. 


1870 = 1,302 1,838 1,042 457 (1971) 
1910 2,912 58.3 2,732 62.3 1,898 37.1 625 49.1 
Slovenia Macedonia Montenegra Vojvodina 
per per per per 


Populanon sq.km. Population sq.km. Population sq. km. Population sq. km. 


1870 = 1,134 67.5 
1910 1,064 65.7 1,665 36.4 238 24.6 1,353 68.7 


Source: Wermer Markert, Fugesfawien (Cologne: Bohlau-Verlag, 1954), 40; Toussaint Ho¢evar, Srruc- 
ture of the Slovenian Economy, 1848-1963 (New York: Studia Slovenica, 1965), 81; and Michael R. 
Palairet, “The Culture of Economic Stagnation in Montenegro,” Maryland Historian, 17 (1996): 
19-21, 


rapidly rising foreign trade and state expenditure. There were also sig- 
nificant differences, sometimes exaggerated and sometimes reduced by 
the modern political parties that stepped forward everywhere except in 
Montenegro and Macedonia. 
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Fragmented growth and party politics in the 
Habsburg lands 


The prewar economic advance within the largest and most modern 
market, Austria-Hungary, became sufficiently disjointed to encourage 
the search for a new political framework that would bring the south 
Slavs closer together. Austrian or Hungarian restrictions kept franchises 
for regional assemblies small and made public meetings difficult. Suil, 
the monarchy granted enough press and organizational freedom to al- 
low the practice of modern, if not mass, politics by competing parties. 
The Austrian extension of universal suffrage in 1907 opened up Slovenian 
and Dalmatian politics even further. Independent Serbia offered a near 
universal male franchise from the start and developed new political if 
not economic connections with its western neighbors in the future 
Yugoslavia. The connections with Bosnia-Hercegovina and its new eth- 
nic politics deserve particular attention. 


Slovene lands and Dalmatia 


The political division of the Slovene population among six provincial 
administrations in the Austrian half of the monarchy may be recalled 
from chapter 2. It was, however, the increasing economic integration of 
the future Yugoslavia’s largest urban population with Trieste and its 
rail link to Vienna that first stimulated Slovenian politics after 1900. 
The port’s booming economy became the centerpiece that transformed 
28 percent of the Slovenian provinces’ population into townspeople 
and produced four times more industrial output per capita than Serbia 
by 1912. With the end of Trieste’s status as a separate free port in 
1891, tariffs were no longer levied on goods entering by land from 
elsewhere in Austria-Hungary. New port facilities and a second rail line 
to Vienna opened in 1901 to attract further bank investment, mainly 
from Vienna, as well as new firms. Trieste’s large Italian majority, long 
commercially preeminent, founded most of the new industrial enter- 
prises in and around the city. The city’s population rose to 229,000 by 
1910. It included 57,000 Slovenes, nearly equal to the 64,000 in 
Ljubljana, which was the biggest town by far in the one predominantly 
Slovene province of Carniola.4 

The Slovene minority concentrated in Trieste made louder declara- 
tions of Slovenian ethnic identity there than the majority in Carniola. At 
the same time, the ties to Trieste worked against the emergence of any 
political program for an economically separate Slovenia. How much more 
attractive it was for Slovenian managers or enterprises to seek a fair 
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share in the expanding nexus from Trieste north to Vienna. Such 
motives led to the founding of the Ljubljanska Banka in 1901 and 
the Jadranska Banka in 1905. Behind the founders stood the powerful 
Czech Zivnostenska Banka of Prague and a group of Croatiag’ investors. 
The latter, not surprisingly, financed several import-expgrt companies 
and shipping lines. Both began profitable trade up and down a Dalma- 
tian coast cut off from the Austro-Hungarian railway network south of 
Rijeka. 

For inland Dalmatia and Istria, a cooperative network soon furnished 
a broader Slovenian connection. The co-founder of the Slovenian Chris- 
tian Social movement, Janez Krek, launched the network in 1895 with 
a series of parish-based credit unions on the Raiffeisen model. They 
offered easy access to loans regardless of the size of the member’s 
account. A new cooperative law in 1903 allowed him to increase the 
number of credit unions fourfold to 405 by 1912, a total of 115,000 
members, and to double the agricultural cooperatives to 170. The rise 
to preeminence in Carniola of the Catholic National Party — soon 
renamed the Slovenian People’s Party (SLS) - also helped, but Krek 
steered the party away from political contro! of the network. No doubt 
this facilitated its spread beyond ethnic Slovenes to the Croats of Istria 
and Dalmatia, who accounted for one-quarter of the credit unions by 
1912.° The network’s main bank in Ljubljiana also invested in primary 
and agricultural education for an inland Dalmatian peasantry that was 
over 80 percent illiterate, in contrast to a rate of less than 20 percent 
among Slovenian peasants. 

Along the coast and inland, Croats and Slovenes also shared a com- 
mon political adversary, the Italian nationalists in the principal Adriatic 
towns. Italians were most prominent in Istria, with 38 percent of the 
province’s population in 1910 versus less than 3 percent in Dalmatia, 
Yet the leading parties of the Croatian and Slovenian political spectrums 
failed, even along the coast, to create what Serbian nationalists like 
Nikola Pasi¢ had feared in the 1890s: a united Catholic front led by a 
Croatian-dominated clerical party. It was instead the clerical leaders of 
the largest Slovenian party, the People’s Party, who pursued the policy 
of “Christian nationalism.” They proposed giving up the Slovenian 
language in favour of Croatian if the Dual Monarchy accepted a third, 
South Slav, part of the monarchy in return. The urban-centered minor- 
ity parties, the Liberals and the Social Democrats, refused to consider 
bargaining away the Slovenian language.° 

New leaders of the Croatian National Party (founded in Dalmatia in 
the 1880s — see chapter 2} began to seek out reconciliation with its 
minority Serb counterpart after the turn of the century. They did not 
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demand or dream that the Serbs would adopt what the Slovene clerical 
leaders called a “clearly superior” Western religion and culture. Instead, 
the owo secular apostles of Dalmatian Yugoslavism, Frano Supilo and 
Ante Trumbic, organized the first meetings for Serb-Croat unity in Rijeka 
in 1905. The resulting Rijeka Resolution, although primarily a statement 
of political strategy, spoke of one Serb-Croat people who should leam 
the same history lessons from new textbooks printed in both alphabets, 
a task that could hardly be left to either of their cwo clergies.’ 


Croatia-Slavonia 


Two features of the economic upswing in the Croatian economy before 
the war became potential handicaps for the first Yugoslavia, into which 
Croatia was drawn after 1918. The upswing exaggerated the already 
sharp regional differences described between Civil Croatia-Slavonia and 
the former Military Border that had been incorporated into both of 
them after 1881. Nor did it repair the singular absence of economic 
contact with the other lands of the future Yugoslavia. At the time, both 
of these disjunctures helped confine the new coalition of Croats and 
Serbs (described below) to seeking only the unification of Dalmatia 
with Croatia-Slavonia or, in other words, the restoration of the medi- 
eval Triune Kingdom. 

Industrial production rose past 10 percent of the crude estimates of 
Gross Domestic Product (GDP) on the strength of a growing Slavonian 
advantage over Croatia proper. Timber production from large estates 
spawned new sawmills and other wood-working enterprises in the one 
large town of Osijek (population 28,000 by 1910) and a number of 
smaller ones like Vukovar. Germans and Hungarians made up half of 
the new labor force, Croats and Serbs the other half. (Hungarian capital 
supported the large Beocin cement plant and a few others, but generally 
held back. Budapest’s business interests opposed the rail line to Rijeka on 
the Adriatic that would have opened alternative Mediterranean markets 
for Croatian manufactures.) Led by timber, Slavonian industry accounted 
for over half of the capital and labor in large-scale Croatian industry by 
1910 and for most of its advantage in industrial production over inde- 
pendent Serbia. In Croatia proper, Zagreb remained primarily an admin- 
istrative center. Officials and students made up the largest occupational 
groups. Within the two groups, Croats held percentages proportional to 
their five-eighths population share, with Serb numbers trailing their 
one-quarter share in both. For officials, Germans and Hungarians filled 
the gap. The Croatian capital was an industrial center only for small firms 
of fewer than twenty employees, again involving few Serbs.® 
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Estate agriculture in both Croatia and Slavonia led the way in mod- 
ernizing the raising of livestock, such that their export north to the rest 
of the Dual Monarchy was triple Serbia’s highest value before war. 
The rural population in Croatia-Slavonia increased almost three times 
faster than the real value of grain output for 1900-10, howeyer, reflect- 
ing the downward drag of the limited and low yield cultivation along 
the former Military Border. The old Border’s low literacy rates — barely 
20 percent — exerted an even greater drag on the joint province’s overall 
literacy rate, holding it to 54 percent in 1910. Industry remained virtu- 
ally non-existent along the Border, further prompting the emigration of 
some 300,000 Serbs and Croats to the United States during the last 
prewar decade.” 

The prominence of livestock and timber in the exports of Croatia- 
Slavonia discouraged trade with or migration to the other lands of the 
future Yugoslavia. Urban Austro-Hungarian markets to the north im- 
ported such goods, but the largely rural lands to the east and west had 
no need of them. From the total export value of manufactures from 
Croatia-Slavonia in 1912, only 5 percent was sent to Bosnia-Hercegovina, 
and less than 1 percent to Dalmatia or Serbia.'!° The Croatian-Serbian 
Coalition that dominated the Croatian Sabor of 1906 contained a 
number of successful businessmen, but few who were seeking to im- 
prove their commercial connections with Serbia or to create some still 
wider Yugoslay entity. 

The Coalition’s majority (46 out of 88 seats) in the first freely elected 
Sabor since the 1870s won out because of the narrower, essentially 
political agenda of two Dalmatians, journalist Frano Supilo and lawyer 
Ante Trumbié. Most of the Croat deputies had signed Supilo’s Rijeka 
Resolution of 1905, while the Serbs had supported, with some of them 
signing, a similar resolution the same year at Zadar. The Serb signatories 
came from the Serbian Independent Party, long passive but actively ex- 
panding since 1903 under the militant, charismatic leadership of Svetozar 

Pribiéevic, the youthful editor of the party newspaper, Srbobran. Pribicevic 
embodied the Independents’ equally new disposition to present a unified 
front with the Croats as part of the “same nation.” For their part, the 
Croats sought political support from Hungary, against Vienna, for the 
union of Austrian Dalmatia with Croatia-Slavonia. Croat signatories 
reportedly agreed to recognize Bosnia as a Serb “sphere of influence” if 
Serbia supported the Dalmatian union. Both Croats and Serbs also 
welcomed the Coalition’s “new course” toward ethnic cooperation and 
its promise of breaking the former Military Border’s large Serb minority 
free from the role of Croatian adversary, in which their appointment to 
administrative positions by the previous Ban, Count Khuen-Hédevary, 
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and their support for the Hungarian regime’s National Party had cast 
them. Pribi¢evic decried the past reliance on corporate privileges rather 
than constitutional rights that would nonetheless continue to attract the 
Vojvodina Serbs until the eve of the First World War. 

In 1907 the new Hungarian government challenged the victorious 
coalition by introducing a law requiring use of a single language (Hun- 
garian) on the state railway and by adopting an equally Magyarizing 
education bill that violated the Nagodba. The Austrian emperor, Franz 
Josef, also refused to change the status of Dalmatia. The coalition 
turned toward a policy of confrontation with the Dual Monarchy. The 
Independents soon became equal partners and increased their contacts 
with the Independent Radical Party of Serbia. Both parties spoke of the 
Yugoslav idea, but meant narodno jedinstve, or national unity between 
ethnic brothers, rather than any federal relationship. 

Of the other four parties whose representatives were elected to the 
Sabor in 1910, the only two that survived to participate in the first 
Yugoslavia also opposed the state’s existence, at least with any place for 
Serbia. The Pure Right and Peasant Parties won just 14 and 9 of the 
88 seats, although from a franchise that had increased from 1.8 to 
6.6 percent of the population. The larger number went to the Radical 
nationalist Party of Pure Right. Its Slavonian Jewish leader, Josip Frank, 
merged it with the clerical faction, “Croatia,” to form a Christian- 
Social Party of Right. Frank had for some time been turning toward 
Vienna and the Catholic hierarchy. He opposed any separate status for 
Serbs and advocated a Great Croatia within the monarchy that would 
include Bosnia as well as Dalmatia. Frank stood the anti-clerical and 
anti-Austrian direction of his father-in-law, Ante Staréevic, and his ori- 
ginal Party of Right on its head in order co serve a stronger, more racist 
sort of anti-Serbian program. 

Frank’s readiness to turn violence loose against Serbs had first sur- 
faced in 1902 when the aforementioned Independent newspaper repub- 
lished the pugnacious article that a young Sarajevo Serb had written for 
Belgrade’s most prominent scholarly journal, Srpski RnjiZeuni glasnik. 
Entitled “Serbs and Croats,” it spoke of a cultural “war to extermina- 
tion” between the two, with the advantage to the established Serbian 
national identity. Frank and his followers led the demonstrations in 
Zagreb that sacked many Serb businesses and houses, including the 
Srpska Banka u Zagrebu, before the Ban declared martial law. Shock at 
these excesses had helped to create the Croatian-Serbian Coalition and 
its electoral victories." 

Had the franchise been universal in 1910, the larger vote-getter by 
far would have been the new Croatian People’s Peasant Party (HPSS). 
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In 1904 the Radié brothers, Stjepan and Ante, founded what became 
Croatia’s largest interwar party. Ante was an ethnographer who espoused 
a program of peasant populism. He proposed a cooperative ngtwork 
and other agricultural reforms that would eliminate middlem€n and 
foreign landlords. But the bulk of the program concentratgd on folk 
culture, and saw it rather than religion or historical borders as the 
element binding peasant Croats together. By this standard, Bosnian 
Muslims and even Serb peasants were welcome to join. Ante Radic 
believed peasants should govern because they were by far the largest social 
class, just as Aleksandar Stamboliiski of the newly organized Bulgarian 
Agrarian National Union was arguing in Sofia at the same time. 

Radié’s mercurial brother Stjepan, who became the party’s leader, 
neglected economic issues for political even more than Ante. He rev- 
elled in the newspaper polemics of the new mass politics. Syepan pushed 
the party to support a South Slav unic within the monarchy, but under 
Croatian leadership and with the same confederal autonomy as the 
Hungarian lands. Indeed, his own political career had begun in 1895 
when, fresh from Prague and his first taste of Tomas Masaryk’s ideas for 
Slavic self-determination, the young Radi¢ and several other students 
burned the Hungarian flag at the Zagreb railway station. Radi¢ insisted 
that they use alcohol rather than oil, a distinction he felt would temper 
their disrespect for the Habsburg emperor, Franz Josef, who was then 
visiting the Croatian capital. Subsequent years of exile and study in 
Paris, Prague, and Moscow strengthened his rejection of political con- 
trol from Budapest, as he would later reject control from Belgrade. 

At the same time, Stjepan Radi¢ recognized the Serbs as Slavs, eth- 
nically separate from Croats. He suspected that many in Bosnia had 
Croat origins because of their common peasant culture. His disposition 
to ethnic tolerance and strongly anti-clerical views barred any alliance 
with the Party of Pure Right, the Catholic hierarchy in Croatia, or the 
Slovenian People’s Party and its clerical leadership.’ 


Bosnia-Hercegovina 


Austro-Hungarian economic policies sought to promote both the in- 
dustrial and agricultural development of Bosnia-Hercegovina. Policies 


- for both began with the term of Benjamin Kallay (1882-1903) as finance 
~ minister for the new province. As they have been described, respec- 


tively, in the classic studies by Peter Sugar and Ferdinand Schmid, the 
first was an initial success and the second a failure throughout.” In the 
first decade of the twentieth century, both Kallay’s industrial success 
and his agricultural failure carried significant consequences for any future 
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South Slav state that included Bosnia-Hercegovina. The state-sponsored 
industrial growth that he oversaw failed to pursue the foreign trade 
opportunities or to attract the private capital needed to sustain its fast 
start. Kallay accepted a land regime dominated by the traditional Bosnian 
Muslim landlords, opposed agricultural cooperatives, and neglected rural 
education. All this encouraged the ethnic antagonisms that opened the 
door to vengeful violence in the two world wars and in the 1990s. 

The new administration of Istvan Burian (1903-12) continued to 
collect impressive revenues. They were spent entirely in the province, 
unlike Croatia-Slavonia where 55 percent of revenues were transferred 
to Budapest. Average Bosnian state expenditure after 1900 was three 
times the Croatian figure per capita and nearly equal to that of inde- 
pendent Serbia. The Habsburg regime for the province conducted the 
most active state policy to promote economic development in any of 
the Yugoslav lands. Railway construction continued to lay down twice 
as much track as in Serbia, although the lines were narrow gauge, had 
prohibitively high freight rates, and ran only to Budapest. Hungarian 
representatives in the joint administration also vetoed an Austrian plan 
to build a line linking Sarajevo with Split on the Dalmatian coast. 

In addition, the striking pace of growth in the value of industrial 
production under Kallay, which had reached 15 percent per year in the 
1890s, dropped off to barely 3 percent for 1906-13. Large-scale enter- 
prises, primarily sawmills and iron ore mines, employed three times as 
many people per 1,000 as in Serbia. But they could not attract the 
Austrian or Hungarian capital required to keep up the growth launched 
by start-up subventions and other concessions.’* This state-subsidized 
spurt and later slow-down left as one legacy the notion that private 
enterprise needed political support in order to succeed. Another legacy 
may lie hidden in the ethnic composition of the 30,000 workers in 
large-scale enterprises in 1910 if, as scattered evidence suggests, the 
more numerous Serbs occupied only a small fraction of these high- 
wage jobs and the newly arrived Croats took a disproportionate share. 
This was clearly the case with officials, whose local share rose to 
42 percent during the last prewar decade on the strength of new Bosnian 
Muslim and especially Croat employees. 

More clearly, Austro-Hungarian policy aggravated rural ethnic 
antagonisms despite several specific efforts to reduce them by promoting 
agricultural modernization. Conversion of the land worked by largely 
Serb sharecroppers, or kmetovi, to their own smallholdings was made 
legal, but required the peasant to indemnify the Muslim landlord. The 
process went slowly, cutting the total of landless sharecroppers only 
from 90,000 to 80,000 for 1895-1910, until the size of payment was 
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reduced in 1911. Serbs were 42 percent of the rural population, but 
made up 74 percent of the sharecropping landless, while Bosnian Mus- 
lims were 37 percent of the rural total and 91 percent of the landlords. 
Agricultural production, crop yields, and exports had indeedAloubled 
during the first two decades of Austro-Hungarian occupatiga, but their 
rate of growth slackened after 1900 and stagnated after 1906.” 

Rural population continued to grow rapidly, however. Lack of credit 
and an Austro-Hungarian ban until 1908 on cooperative organizations 
discouraged the purchase of new equipment and reduced the number 
of livestock, The 1908 authorization of cooperatives imposed a new tax 
in order to set up an official cooperative organization. The tax only 
goaded the Serbs to set up their own network, as Habsburg officials 
had feared in the first place. Official restrictions on the use of state 
forests and pasture lands hurt the Serb peasants who needed it most 
and did nothing to encourage peasants fo switch to widespread cultiva- 
tion of fodder crops that official programs promoted instead. '® 

Already in 1907, the demands of urban Serbs pushed the Burian 
administration to grant them the right to set up the sort of ethnic, 
political organization that Kallay had always forbidden. The Serbian 
National Organization united three factions that had long pursued edu- 
cational autonomy as their primary practical goal. Now the number of 
Serb Orthodox schools, separate from the secular or Catholic schools 
favored by the Austro-Hungarian administration, nearly doubled by 
1914. Both the Bosnian Muslims and Croats received similar rights to 
organize, in 1906 and 1908 respectively, and placed a similar emphasis 
on separate school networks rather than economic reform. When the 
confrontational Catholic archbishop, Josip Stadler of Sarajevo, failed to 
gain control of the Croat National Organization, he prompty set up his 
own society. He was, in his own words, “a full-blooded Croat with a 
German name,” who saw Bosnia as a Croatian land. The Jesuit-trained 
Stadler lost support by pressing for the conversion of Bosnian Muslims, 
thereby confounding both the Franciscan local clergy and the young 
Croat liberals who wanted them recognized as Muslim Croats. Only 
the smal! Social Democratic Party stood for interconfessional organiza- 
tions and schools, but it failed to win any seats in the first parliament- 
ary elections held in 1910. 

The three ethnic parties swept all of the seats. They showed them- 
selves capable of “tactical cooperation,” in the words of Robert Donia, 
during the negotiations with the Joint Finance Ministry that led up to 
the Constitution of 1910 and even afterward. Leaders of both the Croat 
and Serb parties were careful to avoid calling for the compulsory libera- 
tion of all kmet sharecroppers from their Bosnian Muslim landlords 
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until the Serbs finally broke ranks in 1911. Croats and Muslims quickl 
reached agreement on opposing compulsory agrarian reform, and fe 
Serb side accepted the subsequent parliamentary vote waniner thelr de- 
mand for reform. Donia calls this capacity for peaceful coexistence and 
some cooperation much more significant than the relatively small number 
of Bosnian Muslims who declared themselves to be Croats, or, more 
frequently after 1900, Serbs.'” aie 


Serbia’s rising reputation and the Bosnian crisis of 1908 


Modern party politics and open debate in the press made the last 
prewar decade dramatic in independent Serbia. Its economy and polit- 
ical self-confidence were growing, but so were the expectations of an 
increasingly educated, if still small, urban population. Rapid social or 
economic change created new uncertainties for those leaving the peas- 
ant villages that old leaders like precani lawyers or Serbian priests could 
not address. Who would lead the Dosijact, or “newcomers,” of Milutin 
Uskokovic’s biting prewar novel about the struggles of such people to 
find their way in a rapidly growing Belgrade? Journalists, bank or enter- 
prise directors, army officers, and other professionals were now candid- 
ates, not just the handful of lawyers, clerics, and intellectuals who had 
stepped forward in the nineteenth century. 

The aging founder of the Radical Party, Nikola Pagi¢, already sixty 
years old in 1904, dominated the political scene during the pre-1914 
decade. His inarticulate and elusive public statements make him an 
unexpected leader in an increasingly vocal political culture and press 
Had Serbia not faced a variety of foreign pressures and ‘enmpiacone 
throughout the period, Pasi¢ might not have survived. Many younger 
party members had already defected in 1901 when he accepted a royal 
revision of that sacred Radical text, the constitution of 1888 cad 
his public ambiguity and preference to work secretly behind the scenes 
(even burning messages in his desk ashtray) enhanced the diplomatic 
balancing act on which he concentrated his energies. These successes 
plus an image of inscrutable wisdom, accentuated by his long white 
beard, Kept him almost continuously in power as foreign or prime 
minister (or both) from 1904 to 1918.!8 : 


Serbia and Bosnia-Hercegovina 


For Serbia, the Austrian decision in 1908 to annex formally the province 
of Bosnia-Hercegovina that it had occupied since 1878 became the 
defining external event in the decade before the First World War. How 
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would the new, native political parties there and in the surrounding 
territories of the future Yugoslavia react? The annexation proved to be 
a litmus test for the new political spectrum, to align itself for or against 
the province’s apparently final separation from Serbia. Some Croats 
objected because the annexation was not to Croatia-Slavoni. 

The loudest and longest reaction came of course from Belgrade. 
Serbs were the largest of the three constituent ethnic groups in the 
Habsburg province, 43 percent versus 32 percent for the Bosnian Mus- 
lims in a total population of 1.9 million, virtually the reverse of the 
proportions in the 1980s. Insult was added to injury when the Austro- 
Hungarian foreign minister, Alois von Aehrenthal, arranged the initial 
Russian approva! that made annexation possible. The illusory promise 
of naval passage through the Straits to the Mediterranean stilled the 
one diplomatic voice, St. Petersburg’s, that might have spoken up for 
Serbia’s interests. 

The consequences for Serbia and its role in the future Yugoslavia 
were twofold. The Austro-Serbian antagonism that would lead straight 
to the First World War and the disintegration of Austria-Hungary deep- 
ened irretrievably for Austrian generals and for Serbian officers and 
students. Second, the annexation crisis sidetracked the promising two- 
or three-party system that had promoted the democratic politics of 
domestic reform in Serbia since 1903 in favor of a two-tier system: 
official consensus around a restrained foreign policy and unofficial sup- 
port for radical, nationalist agitation outside of Serbia. 

Confrontation with the Dual Monarchy had been coming since Petar 
Karadjordjevi¢ succeeded the assassinated Aleksandar Obrenovic as 
Serbia’s king in 1903. Karadjordje’s grandson, Petar, had spent his 
adult life in exile before the unanimous vote of the SkupStina brought 
him back ro take the throne at the age of fifty-nine. A translator of John 
Stuart Mill, he deserves credit for his role as a constitutional monarch 
who allowed the parliamentary majority to govern and otherwise helped 
restore Serbia’s international reputation after the regicide. Both he and 
the Radical leader, Nikola Pasic, shared attachments to Russia and to 
Serbs outside of Serbia. But according to the Dalmatian Croat leader 
Frano Supilo, the new king was also a liberal and well-disposed toward 
Croats. 

Neither King Petar nor Pasi¢ was disposed to honor the secret agree- 
ment of 1881 with Austria-Hungary, binding Belgrade’s diplomacy 
to the foreign ministry on Vienna’s Ballhausplatz. Austrian diplomacy 
bridled at a proposed Serbian-Bulgarian customs union in 1905. The 
next year, as in 1896, Austrian officials faced a Hungarian campaign to 
use the decennial renewal of the customs union between the two halves 
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of the monarchy as an occasion to win further political or military auto- 
nomy. Once again, Vienna decided to offer Hungarian agricultural 
interests protection against competing imports of Serbian hogs and 
cattle in return for renewal. The Dual Monarchy countered Belgrade’s 
refusal to concede an increase in the nominal tariff quickly with a 
veterinary ban against Serbian livestock. This time the impasse escal- 
ated into the long tariff war of 1906—11.'° 

Hostile Serbian reaction to the tariff war encouraged the Austrian 
decision to annex Bosnia-Hercegovina in 1908. The resolution of the 
dispute in Serbia’s favor by 1911 only emboldened the small state. Each 
of the three great continental powers added fuel to the fire. The Paris 
capital market made two large loans to the Serbian government, both 
officially arranged. The first of them (90 million francs) covered further 
reequipping of the Serbian army with artillery from Schneider-Creuzot 
in France instead of the monarchy’s Skoda works, and the second (150 
million francs) ensured financial survival to the end of the tariff war. 
For its part, Germany allowed its commercial market to accept the bulk 
of Serbian grain and processed meat exports, frustrating its ally’s trade 
sanctions. Perhaps most fatefully, the Russian government dispatched 
a zealous Pan-Slav minister to Belgrade in 1909. Nikolai Hartwig 
encouraged Serbian governments to forgive the absence of Russian 
support in the annexation crisis of 1908 and to assume that it was now 
wholehearted, even if war with Austria-Hungary was threatened,” 

A German-backed, Austrian ultimatum in 1909 stoked the Serbian 
disposition to defy the Dual Monarchy. The ultimatum obliged the 
Radical government of Nikola Pagié to accept annexation of Bosnia- 
Hercegovina and at the same time agree to confine the activities in 
Bosnia of the newly formed Narodna Odbrana, or National Defense 
organization of volunteers from Serbia proper, to support for Serb cul- 
ture and education. Narodna Odbrana was the one organization at the 
time operating outside the open system of political parties that had 
governed Serbia since 1903. 

Another was soon to take formal shape. Its leaders were the army 
officers who had conspired in the assassination in 1903 of the last 
Obrenovic king. They refused to accept the Austrian ban on paramilit- 
ary activity in Bosnia. The new secret society’s name made their program 
plain, Ujedinjenje iit smrt, Union or Death, and their popular designation 
as the Black Hand confirmed its underground, potentially terrorist na- 
ture. Most members ironically came from the 500 new officers that the 
king’s father, the long-deposed Milan, had brought in from the rural 
interior to an upgraded military academy under the army reforms of 
1897-1900, They included the society’s head, an artisan’s son named 
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Dragutin Dimitrijevié, nicknamed Apis for his bull-like physique. From 
its founding by Apis in 1911 until its dissolution by Serbia’s civilian 
government in 1917, the society pursued a Great Serbian state sfgetch- 
ing from western Bosnia to southern Macedonia. Austrian aut}dOrities, 
the army’s general staff in particular, were quickly if falsely ponvinced 
that the Serbian government controlled not only these two organizations 
but also the Croatian-Serbian Coalition in the Zagreb Sabor.” 

Inside Serbia the patriotic furor surrounding the 1908 annexation of 
Bosnia had the effect of helping exclude from power the one major 
party in regular contact with the Coalition and in sympathy with the 
idea of a new Yugoslav entity, within or beyond the Dual Monarchy. 
The members of this Independent Radical Party were younger and 
closer both to urban life and to the more prosperous northern border 
than PaSié’s ruling Radicals. Established in 1901 to protest Paiic’s 
acceptance of King Aleksandar Obrenovic’s restrictive new constitu- 
tion, they quickly pushed aside the aging Progressives to become the 
second largest party. The Independents shared or alternated power 
with the Radicals in a series of short-lived governments until the onset 
in 1906 of the tariff war with Austria-Hungary. Afterwards, PaSic was 
able to play on his greater experience and use Radical ties to Budapest 
as well as St. Petersburg to keep his party almost continuously in power 
through the First World War. 

Meanwhile, in Serbian towns, the history and geography taught in a 
rapidly expanding system of secular schools reinforced the Radical view 
of the ethnic landscape. The number of primary and secondary schools 
had nearly tripled between 1890 and 1910. Urban literacy jumped past 
70 percent, although failure to include much of the huge rural majority, 
still 87 percent of total population, kept overall literacy under 40 per- 
cent. Textbooks were sometimes written by party leaders and always 
spoke of the lands of a future Yugoslavia as inhabited by Serbs to the 
virtual exclusion of Croats, Bosnian Muslims, or Macedonians. They 
may not have turned “peasants into Great Serbs,” to paraphrase Eugen 
Weber, but they surely did not turn them into Yugoslavs.”* Neither did 
they turn many promising young townsmen into Orthodox priests. 
Although Orthodoxy remained the state religion and village priests 
received state salaries, the Orthodox church and its isolated monasteries 
now attracted few urban youths. They were drawn instead to secular 
European ways and ideas, through a Serbian language and school sys- 
tem that prompted the ethnic assimilation of the small minority of Jews, 
Vlach Tsintsars, and Czechs which had accumulated in Belgrade. 

Serbia’s capital was a bustling city of nearly 90,000 by 1910 with 
no less than a dozen daily newspapers. Half of the country’s 12,000 
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secondary or vocational school students studied there, plus another 
1,600 in the autonomous university formed from the Velika Skola in 
1903. As in Zagreb, the student total was nearly equal to the number of 
workers in industrial enterprises. Student demonstrations had played a 
significant part in the successful demand for press freedom in 1903. 
They helped turn the next year’s centenary observation of the First 
Serbian Uprising into an occasion for welcoming Croat, Slovene, and 
even Bulgarian delegations to multi-ethnic celebrations of South Slav 
solidanty. Politically, the city’s voters gave more support in the 1906 
elections to Independent Radicals in the National Assembly and to the 
new (since 1903) Social Democratic Party for municipal government 
than to the Radicals. In other words, a small Central European capital 
city had sprung up. Its political variety, cultural activities, and even 
urban amenities like street cars created an appealingly modern milieu. 
Belgrade’s profile made Serbia much more attractive to its South Slav 
neighbors still under Habsburg or Ottoman rule. Within Serbia itself, 
the heightened contrast between the capital and the countryside to the 
south fed the impatience of the urban élite to overcome that contrast 
somehow. In other words, the process identified at the beginning of 
chapter 2 as “differential modernization” now promoted politics impa- 
tient for change, foreign or domestic. In Belgrade, moreover, the mo- 
mentum for modemization could easily be confused with Serbianization. 

What had become known by the turn of the century as the “Belgrade 
style” of literary expression seemed to confront Habsburg cultural 
hegemony as well as help assimilate the small, non-Serb minorities of 
Serbia. Its emphasis on simple, direct expression, drawing on the pop- 
ular idiom, took its inspiration from contemporary France, where the 
founders of the influential new Srpski kajizeuni glasmik (Serbian literary 
journal) had been educated. Their criticism of the cumbersome formal 
language of Austro-German high culture extended to the Croatian liter- 
ary language of Zagreb. They argued for the more modem Serbian of 
Belgrade as the language of any new Yugoslav state and won some 
Croat converts. But could a language from one side overcome the 
“narcissism of minor differences,” in Freud’s phrase, that seemed the 
major distinction between Serbs and Croats? 

The two central figures for the newly educated youth of Belgrade and 
Zagreb suggested that it could not. They were their respective literary 
mentors, Jovan Skerli¢é and Antun Gustav Matos. Similarities between 
the two went beyond their premature deaths in 1914. Both were at- 
tracted to French literature and to the cosmopolitan perspectives of 
European literary criticism. Both introduced their student disciples to 
the modernist movement’s iconoclastic disdain for tradition. But like 
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many others in the Moderna mainstream of early twentieth-century 
Europe, both became also belligerently enthusiastic, ethnic nationalists. 
True, Skerli¢ had promoted the 1904 South Slav congress to, ring 
Serbs and Croats together, and even advocated that Serbian bé writ- 
ten in Latin rather than Cyrillic. He had also cautioned against the 
romanticism of the Kosovo myth. His political hero was the eminently 
tolerant French socialist, Jean Jaurés. But after 1908, he turned to 
criticizing the “hymns of indifference” to Serbia’s national conscious- 
ness written by other modernists like Isadora Sekulic. His celebrations 
at least did not extend to the denigrations of Serbian proselytizing and 
separatism that Matos lumped together with Hungarian and clerical 
controls as un-Croatian activity. Skerli¢ may have feared the “terrible 
tempest” of war that he foresaw, but he urged the youth of Serbia to 
confront every adversary, including Austria-Hungary, in the name of a 
new socialist and democratic Serbia rather than any union of South 
Slavs.” 

Even the socialists could reach no general agreement on what that 
Yugoslav partnership should be. Most delegates to the 1909 congress of 
South Slav socialists that convened in Ljubljana spoke of jugoslavenstvo, 
or South Slavdom, as their goal, but to the Croats and Slovenes this 
meant some federal reorganization of Austria-Hungary that Serbia and 
Bulgaria would have to join if they wished to be included. To the 
delegates from Serbia, by contrast, jugoslovenstvo meant a Balkan fed- 
eration organized around Serbia. Their leader, Dimitrije Tucovic, of the 
Social Democrat Party, proposed such a federation as the proper frame- 
work for dismissing the national issue in favor of the class struggle.” 


Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina 


Serbia’s reaction to the annexation of Bosnia incensed Croatian Peas- 
ant Party leader Stjepan Radic. Serbian hecklers interrupted his speech 
in St. Petersburg when he emphasized the long Croatian presence in 
Bosnia and a recent increase in Muslims declaring themselves Croats. 
He criticized Serbia’s politicians for “megalomania” and its government 
for trying to incite a war between Austria-Hungary and the Ottoman 
Empire. His party program was promptly rewritten to identify the Serbs 
of Croatia-Slavonia as “not Serb by origin,” thus paralleling the formu- 
Jation of Frank’s Party of Pure Right. From this time forward, Radi¢ 
regarded Belgrade only as an obstacle to a third, autonomous unit 
within the Habsburg monarchy, or better, a Danubian federation that 
would exclude Serbia. His relations with the Serbs of Croatia-Slavonia 
were also strained by a series of confrontations with the leader of their 
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Independent Party. Svetozar Pribicevié had used the principal Serb 
newspaper, Srbobran, of which he was still editor, to attack Radié ever 
since Radi¢ refused to join the Croatian-Serbian Coalition. In 1913 
Pribicevié infuriated him when he would nor publish his article con- 
demning assassination and terrorism despite its recent release from 
official censorship.” As effusive and intemperate as Nikola Pasié was 
secretive and taciturn, Pribi¢evié Jater became the most prominent Serb 
politician after Pasi¢ during the first decade after the First World War. 
His challenge to the more voluble Radi¢ before the war did not bode 
well for Serb-Croat relations afterwards, as we shall see in chapter 5. 

Austrian and Hungarian pressures meanwhile combined to keep the 
Croatian-Serbian Coalition together and in control of the Sabor in 
post-annexation politics. Sympathy for Serbia’s indignation had gener- 
ated a few initial demonstrations, but left no lasting marks on public 
opinion. Then two ill-conceived treason trials in 1909 charged Coali- 
tion leaders with maintaining secret links with Serbia. Austrian courts 
were convened in Zagreb for the first and in Vienna for the second. 
The first trial dragged on for months with the European press as wit- 
ness to unconvincing evidence and embarrassingly light sentences. A 
Viennese historian named Friedjung tried to provide more damning 
evidence in a second trial, but his documents turned out to be easily 
demonstrable forgeries. Croats who had looked to Vienna for support 
against Budapest were disillusioned, and the Coalition, if not Josip 
Frank, got a new lease on life. 

Hungarian authorities tried vainly to outflank the Coalition. They 
abruptly adjourned the Sabor elected in 1908 and ruled by decree until 
1910. The Budapest government of Croatia’s former Ban, Khuen- 
Hédervary, now Hungarian minister president, next appointed a con- 
ciliatory Croatian Ban in 1910 and, as noted above, enlarged the 
franchise. Yet the officially endorsed new Party of Progress still failed 
to secure even half the seats won by the Croatian-Serbian Coalition. 
Again the Sabor was dismissed, and the fully constitutional regime of 
1906 was not restored until 1913. Meanwhile, Pribi¢evic and the other 
leaders of the Coalition were forced to accept too many violations of 
the original Nagodba of 1868 to persuade Radi¢ or the student forces 
that their future lay with the monarchy.”° 

The growing and restless student populations of Zagreb and Sarajevo 
turned from frustration to terrorism. Inspired by the Russian revolu- 
tionary underground and the suicide of a Croat youth after he failed to 
assassinate the civil administrator of Bosnia, the Croato-Serbian Radical 
Progressive Youth Movement struck out on its own after 1910. They 
Staged student strikes at Zagreb University and tried unsuccessfully on 
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a half-dozen occasions to assassinate the Ban or other ranking Habsburg 
officials in the city. Beyond a commitment to individual terrorism, their 
romantic, revolutionary notion of Yugoslavism set them apart. The 
notion was warmly received in Belgrade by unofficial eminences/' from 
literary critic Jovan Skerlic to the editor of Pyemont, the mouthpiece 
for the Union or Death organization in the Serbian officer corps. 
The organization itself did not endorse either individual terrorism or 
Yugoslavism until after the Balkan Wars. Until then, its main concern 
was to win Ottoman Macedonia for Serbia, against competition from 
similar organizations from Greece, Bulgaria, or the local Internal Mace- 
donian Revolutionary Organization (VMRO). 

The strongest advocates of both revolutionary terrorism and roman- 
tic, ill-defined Yugoslavism came instead from Bosnia-Hercegovina. The 
group loosely and only later defined as Miada Bosna, or Young Bosnia, 
had its origins in the literary or patriotic organizations that the Narodna 
Odbrana from Belgrade and the Croatian Catholic church from Zagreb 
had encouraged as exclusivist Serb or Croat organizations. Starting 
with Bosnian Serb students in 1909, again because of the annexation, 
the turn to Yugoslavism proceeded apace. Serbs took the lead in form- 
ing the Serbo-Croat Progressive Organization in 1911, and its largely 
student membership included some Muslims. Another member was 
Gavrilo Princip, the teenage Bosnian Serb who would soon assassinate 
Habsburg heir Franz Ferdinand. Anti-Hungarian demonstrations early 
in 1912 led to arrests, trials, and the overtly terrorist network of Young 
Bosnia in Sarajevo and other towns organized by several young Serbs. 
Now assassination plans and attempts followed in quick succession. 
The last of them would succeed in 1914 and start the First World War. 

Two questions still haunt the historiography of the Young Bosnian 
movement. What were its ties to Serbia’s government in general and to 
the Union or Death organization in particular? What legacy did its 
Yugoslavism, romantic and ill-defined as it was, leave behind? Wayne 
Vucinich has offered two persuasive answers, and Sre¢ko Dzaja an 
important corollary. Contrary to the enduring presumption of Habsburg 
historians, the Bosnian students sought out their own connections in 
Belgrade and among the Union or Death agents dispatched to Bosnia 
as Narodna Odbrana representatives, rather than the reverse. Vucinich 
also credits the Young Bosnians with converting some Union or Death 
members from the idea of Great Serbia to Yugoslavism. That idea 
surely attracted the young Ivo Andri¢ to Young Bosnia. He was then a 
student of Bosnian Croat origin whose eventual identity as a Serbian 
writer came only with his interwar move to Belgrade. Yet one would 
search in vain to find some consensus about the shape of a “federal 


New divisions, Yugoslav ties, and Balkan Wars, 1903-1914 91 


South Slav state” (probably socialist), between youths like Princip and 
either the wider Bosnian political organizations of the time or his com- 
rades who survived the war into the first Yugoslavia. Bosnian Serbs 
and also Croats struggled with the temptation that Bosnian Muslims 
were an “unfinished element” who could eventually become ethnic 
fellows. Dzaja calls the three young élites “wanderers between a con- 
structed past and a utopian future.”*’ All they could agree on was a 
Bosnian Yugoslavism, vaguely defined as the only possible solution to 
the nationality problem in that province, a solution that both of the two 
Yugoslavias failed to find. 


Balkan Wars and the new Yugoslav prospects, 1912-1914 


A combustible mixture of Serbian students and army officers was spoil- 
ing for war with Austria-Hungary after the 1908 crisis; Serbia’s govern- 
ment and ruling Radical Party were not. Neither were Nikola Pasi¢ and 
his colleagues yet thinking in “Yugoslav” terms. It took the First Balkan 
War of 1912 to merge their long-standing ideal of a Great Serbia with 
the aim of a still larger Yugoslav state. The Serbian victory in both 
Balkan Wars then fanned Croatian and Slovenian enthusiasm anew for 
some Yugoslav state. At the same time, Serbian policy in just-absorbed 
Kosovo and Macedonia raised doubts about how a truly multi-ethnic 
state could be the result. Bosnia-Hercegovina was left to choose be- 
tween enthusiasm and doubt. 


Macedonia and Kosevo 


Ottoman vulnerability and a flurry of diplomatic activity opened 
Serbia’s way to a Balkan alliance in 1912, outside of Austro-Hungarian 
control. The alliance made Macedonia the prototype for a powder keg. 
Why was Ottoman Macedonia particularly vulnerable? A proper answer 
must return to 1870, when Ottoman authorities permitted the new 
Bulgarian Exarchate to open Orthodox churches and schools across all 
of northern Macedonia. Soon afterwards, officially supported groups in 
Serbia and Greece set up their own schools and sought to persuade the 
Slav Macedonians that they were Serbs or Greeks rather than Bulgar- 
ians. None of this cultural activity would have shaken Ottoman rule 
had not a small group, first organized in 1893 as the Internal Mace- 
donian Revolutionary Organization (VMRO), staged an abortive revolt 
on the Illinden holiday in August 1903. Fighting centered in the Monastir 
vilayet. It straddled the later-drawn border with Greece, although there 
were uprisings in the other two Macedonian vilayets of Salonika and 
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Skopje, as well as a small one in Thrace. Teachers or former students 
of the Bulgarian school network led the revolt, but controversy -con- 
tinues about whether they sought Macedonia’s autonomy as an end 
in itself or as a stepping stone to union with Bulgaria.” In ap¥ case, 
Ottoman forces drawn primarily from Albanian auxiliaries brytally sup- 
pressed the uprising at the cost of several thousand lives and 50,000 
homeless refugees. 

The subsequent Miirzsteg Agreement did the local population little 
good. Under terms that in part anticipated the abortive 1992 Vance— 
Owen plan for Bosnian cantons, Austria-Hungary and Russia dispatched 
monitors to set up a new police force and restore order in return for 
continuing to recognize Ottoman sovereignty. Order was not restored, 
and locals took European intervention to mean that the days of Otto- 
man presence were numbered. The defeat of the uprising had weakened 
both the VMRO and the rival Sofia-sponsored Supremists, encouraging 
the Serbian side to move into the breach. Further encouragement came 
from the chaos of the Young Turk Revolution. In 1908, army officers 
including Kemal Attatiirk, later the founder of the Turkish republic, 
seized power in Constantinople, then renamed Istanbul. Although still 
pursuing a general rapprochement with Bulgaria as an ally against 
Austria-Hungary, the PaSi¢ government sanctioned the dispatch of 
more political and military agents to Macedonia, now devoid of Great 
Power monitors. The Young Turk regime obliged them to leave, hasten- 
ing the Austro-Hungarian decision to annex Bosnia-Hercegovina before 
any Ottoman claim to that province could be revived.” 

The Young Turks soon found the most resistance to their new Balkan 
order in Monastir and the other vilayets covering Kosovo. The Gheg 
Albanians of Kosovo did not much respond to the cultural campaign of 
the southern Tosks for replacing Turkish with Albanian but were quick 
to resist the Young Turks’ political centralization and rigorous tax col- 
lection. By 1910, an armed Albanian revolt was spreading from Pristina, 
ironically supported by aid from Serbia. The Porte brought in Kurdish 
irregulars to put it down, burning villages and expelling some 150,000 
people; two-thirds of them were Serbs.*° 

A brief Ottoman-Italian War and new, local unrest or external agitation 
in Macedonia as well as Kosovo made Ottoman rule seem vulnerable 
by 1911. The overzealous Russian minister to Belgrade, the afore- 
mentioned Hartwig, encouraged an alliance of the independent Balkan 
states once Italian forces had shown the Ottoman Empire to be too 
weak to hold on to Libya. He and his equally ardent Pan-Slavic colleague 
in Sofia brought the two governments crucial to the alliance together 
after five months of difficult negotiations. The Serbo-Bulgarian treaty 
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of March 1912 proposed a three-way division of the northern Macedo- 
nian territory still under Ottoman rule, long a principal zone of conten- 
tion between them. Both accepted Greek claims to southern Macedonia, 
to roughly the present border. To its north, Serbia would receive the 
northwest triangle, and Bulgaria the southeast as far as Ohrid. Russian 
mediators would decide the fate of the section in between, including 
Skopje. 

Historians from Emst Helmreich forward have explored the con- 
sequences of this agreement and the stunningly successful campaign of 
the Serbian army that undid it.*' Some 350,000 men were mobilized 
into four field armies that swept the Ottoman forces out of northem 
Macedonia. Crushing victories from Kumanovo in October and south 
to Bitola in November reinvigorated the heroic legends of Serbian milit- 
ary valor that dated from the lost Kosovo battle of 1389. The 1912 
campaign avenged the distant defeat by recapturing Kosovo. The 
hubris of that achievement, plus some hasty Austrian diplomacy to deny 
Ottoman Albania to the advancing Serbian army, prompted the PaSic 
government to refuse any retreat from its Macedonian gains. The Bul- 
garian tsar, Ferdinand of Coburg, wied to reverse them nonetheless. 
Bulgarian forces had suffered heavy losses while advancing almost to 
Istanbul, but Ferdinand and his generals threw them into the Second 
Balkan War against Serbia in May 1913. With all their former allies 
plus the Ottoman adversary arrayed against them, the Bulgarians were 
quickly defeated. 

Although won at the cost of at least 60,000 dead and wounded, the 
two wars were the two greatest military triumphs in Serbian history. 
They may have convinced Serbian public opinion that it was destined 
to lead some future Yugoslav state, but its leaders were not ready to 
risk military confrontation with Austria-Hungary to achieve it. They 
did, however, turn toward closer economic cooperation with the 
Slovenes, establishing a joint bank in Trieste and exploring political 
collaboration with the Croatian-Serbian Coalition that would create the 
basis for such a state. Although the Radical Party’s program was not 
amended to include a possible future union, Nikola Pasic and other 
leaders began to talk that way. They did so partly because the perman- 
ent break with Bulgaria over Macedonia had isolated Serbia against 
Austria-Hungary. Active Russian support had not been needed during 
the Balkan Wars. Why not solicit it now in the name of solidarity with 
other Slavs in the Habsburg lands? (The Radical leadership assumed 
that the newly absorbed Slav Macedonian population could be readily 
assimilated as Serbs, thus supplying no reason for any multi-Slav for- 
mulation.) By July 1913, Finance Minister Lazar Pacu included Slovenes 
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and Croats in what he now called a Yugoslav state. In April of the 
following year, Belgrade officially commemorated the 250th anniver- 
sary of the last great Croatian revolt against Habsburg rule, the 4, inski- 
Frankopan uprising of 1667. in 
The Austrian General Staff and its militantly anti-Serbian ghief, Gen- 
eral Franz Conrad von Hétzendorf, took full account of this turn. They 
became even more convinced than in 1909 that a preventive war should 
be launched against Serbia as soon as possible. The only obstacle to a 
speedy Serbian defeat, according to Conrad, would be a Russian alli- 
ance that could deliver significant military assistance. He therefore 
argued that Serbia must be defeated before such aid could be mobilized. 
Conrad refused, moreover, to consider evidence from the Balkan Wars 
that the Serbian army could, by itself, put up considerable resistance.” 


Croatia, Dalmatia, and Slovenia 


Political reactions in Croatia and Slovenia to the news of Serbia’s victor- 
ies were mixed, In Dalmatia it was more uniformly enthusiastic. Both 
reactions strengthened Conrad’s case for a military assault on Serbia. 
The Croatian-Serbian Coalition collected a crowd of 10,000 in Zagreb 
to celebrate Serbia’s triumph and to call for the creation of a South Slav 
state. One Dalmatian Croat leader, Josip Smodlaka, said that “Serbia 
has given proof not only of great military valour but also of surprising 
political maturity. The future of 17 million Yugoslavs is guaranteed.” 
Such hopes had already led some Croats to try enlisting in the Serbian 
army for the Balkan wars, a young Miroslav Krleza twice without suc- 
cess. Nikola PaSié had to restrain Coalition leaders when they called for 
a “second round” to reverse the annexation of Bosnia-Hercegovina and 
add it to the new state. PaSié declined their demand to confront Austria~ 
Hungary with the threat of internal revolt and a Serbian attack. Access 
to the Adriatic Sea remained his main geopolitical goal, and he even 
expressed interest in a Concordat with the Vatican to reassure the Dual 
Monarchy. On the other hand, the small Frankist Party (without Frank, 
who had died) expanded its support for a third, Croatian-led part of 
the Habsburg monarchy into a program that envisaged the absorption 
of a defeated Serbia. Some of the Catholic clergy shared this new view. 
Stjepan Radi¢, leader of the potentially much larger Croatian National 
Peasant Party (HPSS) stopped short of such expansionary schemes. He 
did, however, deepen his opposition to any connection with Serbia, 
now that the Bulgarians, the other South Slavs he had always spoken of 
including in any wider association, were out of the picture. 
Demonstrations across Dalmatia flaunted Serbia’s victories in the 
face of the Austrian authorities still administering the province from 
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Vienna. Serbian flags flew in Split, Sibenik, Zadar, and Dubrovnik, as 
well as in many smaller towns. Volunteers from the Dalmatian Serb 
population enlisted in the Serbian army, and a number of towns collected 
donations for war relief. The powerless Dalmatian diet even adopted a 
resolution praising the Balkan alliance against the Ottoman Empire and 
condemning Austro-Hungarian policies toward its own subjects. 

In Carniola, the clerical leaders of the largest party, the Slovenian 
People’s Party (SLS), remained committed to cautious bargaining with 
Austrian authorities for educational autonomy at a minimum. They 
also weighed the trialist formulation that would add a South Slav entity 
to the Dual Monarchy, but were worried by probable Croatian domina- 
tion of such a unit. The younger generation outside of the clerical and 
peasant network that was the bulwark of the SLS did, however, ap- 
proach the Dalmatian level of enthusiasm for a new South Slav state 
linked to victorious Serbia. Some volunteered for service in the Serbian 
army at the start of the Balkan Wars. Slovenian university students in 
Zagreb were particularly active. High school students in Ljubljana had 
already formed their own radical organization, Preporod, and beat the 
drums for war to break free of the monarchy. Ivan Cankar, the great 
Slovenian novelist who was also a member of the growing Yugoslav 
Social Democratic Party until his death in 1918, spoke of cementing 
the bonds with “our cousins in language and our brothers in blood.” 
But, as Carole Rogel’s analysis of pre-1914 Slovene Yugoslavism has 
argued, Cankar and the student radicals were inspired by opposition to 
Austro-German urban hegemony rather than by any Illyrian disposition 
to give up the Slovenian language or culture.** Their Yugoslavia, in 
other words, would have to be some kind of federal state that provided 
a political basis for cultural autonomy. 


Macedonia, Kosovo, and Montenegro 


The same conclusion follows for different reasons from the experiences 
of these three southeastern territories in the wake of the Balkan Wars. 
The substantial change in their borders may be seen in map 3.1. The 
first two were transported from the disorder and ethnic rivalry of the 
last Ottoman years into an arbitrary regime administered by the Ser- 
bian army. Independent Montenegro took over new territory that strained 


its limited. capacities as a separate nation-state. 


The Serbian army paid a considerable price for northern Macedonia. 
Its units suffered more dead and wounded in the Second Balkan War 
than in the First (38,000 versus 23,000) in order to secure the territory 
as far south as Bitola. Its officers remembered the atrocities perpetrated 
against local Serbs by Ottoman and Bulgarian forces. They dismissed 
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Map 3.1 Serbia and Montenegro, 1911 and 1913 


their own brutalities as understandable reactions, although the prompt, 
unbiased Carnegie inquiry found all parties guilty of war crimes against 
defenseless civilians.’ The army’s high command helped stifle the efforts 
of the Pasi¢ government to give the largely Slay Macedonian population 
at least the right to local government. (PaSi¢ himself proposed denying 
them representation in the Skup&tina in Belgrade.) Opponents of the 
Radical regime wondered why the impressive rights of Serbia’s 1903 con- 
stitution were not extended to these new lands that had increased the 
population by more than half, from 2.9 million to 4.4 million. Mean- 
while, military authorities sanctioned the dismissal of school teachers, 
priests, and local officials who were not willing to declare themselves 
Serbs. Officers more loyal to the Union or Death organization than to 
Serbia’s legal government played a prominent role in these initiatives. 

Only a couple of Belgrade banks ventured into this legal vacuum to 
help rebuild the weak, war-torn infrastructure, and no foreign investors 
appeared. South toward the major port of Salonika, massive emigration 
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and disrupted connections to the European-backed Ottoman railway 
and Banque Ottomane blocked regional recovery even to the trade 
levels of 1911. Serbia received little economic compensation for its 
estimates of military expenditure during the Balkan Wars, 575 million 
francs, a figure four times the state revenues for 1911 or the most 
recent French loan of 1909.*° These economic burdens plus the war- 
time losses and postwar disarray of the Serbian army regime in Mace- 
donia encouraged General Conrad and his Austrian staff to discount 
the likelihood of effective Serbian resistance to their “preventive war.” 

The new Serbian regime made no attempt to demand that the ethnic 
Albanians, who were a majority of uncertain number in Kosovo, de- 
clare themselves Serbs. Nor did Pa&i¢é renew his early 1912 offer to 
support autonomy for a Kosovo within Serbia. Then he was encourag- 
ing an insurrection, led by Hasan Pristina, that had broken out in 
January, subsequently weakening Ottoman forces for the First Balkan 
War that fall. Kosovar Albanians were instead placed under a regime 
of military occupation that was resumed after both world wars and 
reappeared in the decade 1989-99. In 1912, Albanians were accused of 
having forced some 150,000 Serbs out of Kosovo since the mid-1870s 
and of conducting a campaign of local terror against the Serbs who 
remained.*? Some Albanians emigrated to the new Albanian state or to 
elsewhere in the shrinking Ottoman Empire. Those who stayed in Kosovo 
resisted recognition of Serbian authority whenever they could, starting 
a tradition that has also persisted to the present. 

Like Serbia, the much smaller Montenegrin state had doubled its 
territory as a result of the Balkan Wars. Its army of 36,000 had fought 
bravely but without effective central command. Over one-quarter of its 
soldiers were killed, most dying during the unsuccessful attempt to 
seize Shkéder. Montenegro expanded inland rather than toward the 
Adriatic, ending at the division of the former Sandzak of Novi Pazar 
with Serbia. This common border posed two enduring dilemmas. What 
place would the large Muslim, often Turkish population of the Sandzak 
have in a Montenegrin state? The answer was not promising. Some 
13,000 people converted to Orthodoxy under duress and a comparable 
number were forced to emigrate across the border to Bosnia-Hercegovina. 
In the process, Muslim villages were burned and scores settled for 
past sins against Montenegrin villages, particularly from the warfare of 
1876-78." 

Even after this forced emigration, Montenegro found itself with a 
population of 500,000, twice the previous figure. The newcomers in- 
cluded many Serbs who felt a closer bond to Belgrade than Cetinje. 
They joined the growing number of Belgrade-educated Montenegrins 
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who were dissatisfied with the autocratic, indeed, anachronistic rule of 
King Nikola. His promise to accept a constitutional monarchy, on the 
pattern of post-1903 Serbia, had long been given the lie. After tyo so- 
called bomb plots failed to assassinate then-Prince Nikola in 1907 and 
1910, he used them against the nascent People’s Party. Wikola had 
already forced party leaders out of their parliamentary seats despite 
mandates from Montenegro’s first elections in 1905. Now they and the 
Serbian government were blamed for the subsequent bomb plots. Nikola 
alienated Belgrade further when he proclaimed himself king in 1910.*° 
We should not be surprised, therefore, that Serbia and Montenegro 
were the last of the Balkan allies to negotiate an alliance before con- 
fronting the Ottoman Empire in 1912. 

Nikola had maintained his regime in Montenegro with a combination 
of tsarist Russian support (even subsidies) and bargaining with the 
other Great Powers. The new borders moved Montenegro inland to- 
ward Serbia, but not toward abdication of a separate identity. The loss 
of identity implicit in uniting with Serbia versus the difficulty of main- 
taining a small, isolated nation-state made the third alternative of a 
larger Yugoslav state attractive to some Montenegrins after both world 
wars, Yet all three options, brought to the fore by the Balkan Wars and 
the new common border with Serbia, would retain their supporters. 


Bosnia-Hercegovina 


The impact of Serbia’s victory and expansion was more immediate in 
Bosnia than in any other territory of the future Yugoslavia. Serb enthu- 
siasm, Bosnian Muslim anxiety, and divided Croat opinion quickly 
disrupted the peaceful if competitive relations between the three major 
ethnic groups. Austro-Hungarian authorities did their part by suspend- 
ing the 1910 constitution and making the military commander, General 
Potiorek, head of government. Serb-Muslim relations suffered serious 
wounds from these events. 

Their relations were already strained. The long-awaited law for vol- 
untary redemption of properties from Muslim landlords resulted in few 
transfers of titles to the largely Serb sharecroppers. A scattered uprising 
of Serb peasants against their landlords in 1910 had helped force through 
the Austro-Hungarian decree of the following year, but fewer than 
6,000 redemptions were recorded in 1912 and an even smaller number 
in 1913. Nearly 90,000 holdings were left with landlords who declined 
voluntary redemption. The thirty-one representatives of the Serbian 
National Organization in the 1910 parliament (versus twenty-four 
Muslim and sixteen Croat representatives) had pressed for obligatory 
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redemption, but a Muslim alliance with twelve Croat representatives 
thwarted the Serb plurality. Other politically sensitive decisions, such as 
the location of new railway lines and the use of German rather than 
Serbo-Croatian as the language of railway operation, lay entirely out- 
side the limited powers of parliament.“ All but twelve of the Serbian 
National Organization representatives to the parliament abandoned their 
efforts to work within the Austro-Hungarian framework. They stood by 
as radical students convinced Serbian agents, most likely tied to Union 
or Death rather than the Belgrade government, that terrorism was now 
justified as tyrannicide. 

Incendiary Serb celebrations that erupted in Sarajevo and other 
major Bosnian towns in response to the Balkan Wars moved Bosnian 
Muslim leaders to support the Habsburg regime and to oppose Serbian 
rule over a significant Albanian population in Kosovo. Ottoman defeats 
created general anxiety among the Muslim élite. Muslims, whether 
Bosnian, Albanian, or Turkish, fled from territory newly divided be- 
tween Serbia and Montenegro into Bosnia-Hercegovina. They posed a 
new problem. Some of the refugees came from families who had origin- 
ally left Bosnia-Hercegovina in the wake of the Austrian occupation of 
1878. The total number was probably less than 10,000, but rumors 
quickly spread among the Serb community that many more Muslims 
had or would come, and all of them would be settled in areas of Serb 
majority. Further rumors of new lands opening up for Serb settlement 
in Kosovo or Macedonia offered no consolation. 

Some Bosnian Croats joined those Serbs calling for a new Yugoslav 
state to displace Habsburg rule. Student advocates of such an alliance had 
already succeeded in attracting Muslims as well to an anti-Hungarian 
demonstration in 1912. A number of Franciscan priests also lent their 
support. Archbishop Stadler of Sarajevo and other advocates of the 
Party of Pure Right program, like their counterparts in Croatia and 
especially Slavonia, took the demonstrations of the Bosnian Serbs as 
further proof of Serb disloyalty. The Pure Right sought a third, Croatian- 
led territory with the same standing as the Austrian and Hungarian 
parts of the Habsburg monarchy. Stadler’s Croatian Catholic Associ- 
ation won only four of sixteen Croatian seats in the 1910 elections. The 
rival Croatian National Community elected the other twelve, and they 
stood by the Muslim alliance that Stadler rejected. 

Such was the balance, or better, the imbalance of forces in Bosnia- 
Hercegovina when Princip and his student colleagues read in a Bel- 
grade newspaper of the Habsburg heir’s forthcoming visit to Sarajevo 
on June 28. The date had been carelessly chosen and coincided with 
the anniversary of the Serbian defeat at Kosovo in 1389. General 
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Potiorek’s arrangements for the archduke’s security were equally care- 
less; that much is clear. Austrian scholars still seem convinced that 
Black Hand officers, admittedly well placed in Serbian army, jntelli- 
gence, acted under orders from the Belgrade government to“use the 
young students for official purposes. The limited amount of direct evid- 
ence suggests the reverse, that Princip and his small group took the 
initiative and used Black Hand officers to help themselves carry out 
the greatest act of individual terror, tyrannicide to them, that any of the 
radical students had yet achieved. Their confused motives appear to 
have been more pro-Yugoslav than pro-Serb, and as much anti-urban 
and anti-modern as anti-Habsburg. Princip himself complained about 
women appearing in public in Sarajevo and spoke of “lighting a match” 
to the city itself.*! 

On June 28, 1914, he found himself the last assassm left in place and 
fired two shots blindly when Franz Ferdinand’s open car inadvertently 
stopped in front of him. The archduke’s driver had misunderstood the 
new route for leaving Sarajevo, hastily planned after other conspirators 
had attacked the royal procession that morning. Princip had no idea 
where the assassination of the archduke and his wife (he had aimed at 
him and General Potiorek) would lead. But General Conrad and the 
war party in Vienna knew perfectly well what a gift they had been given. 
Conrad pressed for an ultimatum that no Serbian government could 
accept. When Emperor Franz Josef signed it in July 1914, the war 
parties in the other European capitals made their separate cases for 
rapid mobilization. Only then were the two rival alliance systems and 
their military timetables free to drag them all into the First World War. 


4 The First World War and the first 
Yugoslavia, 1914-1921 


The Serbian army’s sacrifice and the population’s sufferings during 
the First World War seemed for many survivors to justify Belgrade’s 
upper hand in the Yugoslav state that was created between 1918 and 
1921. That sacrifice and suffering deserve respect, but it was the army’s 
survival of the war that made it physically possible to establish such a 
large, new state. Without its army, Serbia’s government could not have 
convened Croat and Slovene representatives in Belgrade in December 
1918 and proclaimed the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes. 
Without the disintegration of Austria-Hungary and Italy’s ardent ter- 
ritorial claims, Croat and Slovene leaders would not have come to 
Belgrade on essentially Serbian terms. At the same time, a majority of 
popular opinion everywhere except Kosovo arguably favored the cre- 
ation of some sort of Yugoslavia by 1918.’ 

For the next three years, politicians from all of the component parts 
except Macedonia struggled with neighboring states to resolve a series 
of border disputes and with each other to agree on a constitutional 
framework. The first struggle helped draw them together, and the sec- 
ond divided them. The wartime burdens borne by all of the constituent 
populations, not just the Serbs, barred a return to the pre-1912 order. 
In any case, the two aging empires surrounding the two small, ethnic- 
ally compact states of Serbia and Montenegro had broken apart by the 
end of the First World War. But now what? Border claims had to be 
settled not just with neighbors but within a framework of broader peace 
treaties fixed by the Western allies. A single Yugoslav state would facilit- 
ate a better settlement for its component parts with its neighbors and 
peacemakers. Internally the long-term logic of a common market and 
considerable cultural affinity also argued for a single state. Yet in the 
short term, economic obstacles to political unification and divisive elec- 
tions to the constituent assembly made it difficult for even a Serb- 
dominated majority to reach agreement in 1921 on what sort of 
Yugoslavia it wanted. 
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Serbia and the Yugoslav Committee, 1914-1917 


By the middle of 1915, both the Serbian government and,a newly 
formed Yugoslav Committee of Croatian and Slovenian exiles‘had pro- 
claimed war aims that would overturn the pre-1914 ordgz and create 
some sort of South Slav state. These aims cannot fairly be said to 
predate the first desperate months of the war. They would not be 
combined into a single document until a 1917 conference at Corfu, and 
then without real agreement on what sort of state Serbia and the Yugoslav 
Committee were proposing. 


The Nis Declaration 


Serbia declared its war aims on December 7, 1914, from the temporary 
capital of Nis. A second Austro-Hungarian offensive had driven the 
Serbian army there well south of Belgrade by that autumn. Its August 
success in repulsing the original invasion at the battle of Cer was a 
distant memory. True, Serbia’s army had launched its own counter- 
offensive on December 3, and within two weeks it once again drove the 
invaders out, at least until December of the following year. But the 
success of the Serbian attack on an Austro-Hungarian army of 250,000 
men that included perhaps 100,000 South Slavs could not be foretold; 
indeed it was barely and dearly won by desperate heroics from the last 
line of reserves. The much debated Nis Declaration is therefore best 
seen as a defensive document intended to attract wartime support from 
Habsburg South Slavs, at a time when none of the other European 
battlefronts promised peace, rather than a precise proposal for an im- 
minent postwar settlement. 

The coalition government of Nikola Pasi¢ had no prospect of rein- 
forcements from the Russian or Western allies whose Entente had gone 
to war on Serbia’s behalf. Desperate pleas had extracted some ship- 
ments of French ammunition by late November. Pasi¢ was even trying 
to revive good relations with Bulgaria despite the 1913 war over Mac- 
edonia. His newly appointed set of scholarly advisors foresaw potential 
support from Bosnia to Slovenia, and from Croats and Slovenes as well 
as Serbs. They began their inquiry in August 1914 under the general 
European assumption that the war would not last long and postwar 
demands needed to be quickly put in place. Pasic, too, had shared this 
illusion, speaking openly in September of postwar borders for a Serb- 
led, South Slav state reaching halfway across Istria. In December, with 
a long war looming, the Belgrade professors and their leader, the geo- 
grapher, Jovan Cvijic, argued instead that the three ethnic groups were 
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“tribes of one people,” each deserving equal standing in a future but 
undefined state of South Slavs. The phase “Great Serbia” did not 
appear in the Nis Declaration. Neither did any recognition of a separate 
Macedonian “tribe”; they were still regarded as an “unformed ele- 
ment,” like the Bosnian Muslims, that could be easily assimilated 
as Serbs. Their territory was in any case to be denied Bulgaria and 
was deemed strategically essential to the survival of a future Yugoslav 
state.” 


The Yugoslav Committee 


The Pa’ié government simultaneously sent representatives to meet in 
Italy with exiled Dalmatian Croat advocates of a South Slav state. The 
indefatigable Yugoslav spokesmen, Frano Supilo and Ante Trumbic¢, 
had agreed by 1913 that if war came they would organize abroad for 
the destruction of Austro-Hungarian rule. Soon after war broke out, 
the more ardent Supilo sought French support. On November 22, in 
Florence, Supilo and Trumbi¢ agreed to accept Serbian financial back- 
ing for a Yugoslav Committee. The exile organization was to repres- 
ent all Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes in their demand for some future 
Yugoslav state. In the meantime, from Paris, it would solicit Entente sup- 
port for Serbia’s survival. Supilo visited Nis early in 1915 to seek some 
agreement on the place of non-Serbs in the future state, but came away 
empty handed. Still, he decided to keep the Serbian connection rather 
than risk the danger of two rival Yugoslavias. 

The Yugoslav Committee moved to new headquarters in London 
shortly thereafter. Its separate official existence began here, but not 
because of any disagreement with Serbia’s government. Supilo had 
simply discovered during a March 1915 visit to St. Petersburg that the 
Entente powers were about to conclude a treaty with Italy, promising 
its government Istria and central Dalmatia in return for entering the 
war, essentially against Austria-Hungary. The Treaty of London, the 
least secret of the secret treaties trading postwar promises for wartime 
support, was duly signed there on April 26. Trumbi¢ and Supilo prob- 
ably lacked leverage in Entente circles, and surely the disposition, to 
concede even limited Italian claims to their Adriatic home ground and 
thus head off the treaty. Their May memorandum instead claimed for a 
future Yugoslav state all of Istria plus territory beyond Slovenia’s present 
border with Italy, the same territory that Austrian diplomats were then 
offering to Italy in last minute efforts to forestall the Treaty of London. 
Supilo and Trumbi¢ made their claim despite the fact that Slovenes 
were hardly represented and were not regarded by Supilo as equals 
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within the committee. Gale Stokes has called the Yugoslav Committee’s 
claim to a westem border that included largely Italian districts the 
equivalent of Serbia’s insistence on absorbing Macedonia as iss own 
province.’ Both claims would bedevil the postwar formation #f both 
Yugoslavias. f 


Serbia and the Salonika Front 


The full weight of a German-led offensive backed by Austro-Hungarian 
and Bulgarian troops fell on Serbian forces in October 1915. Their epic 
retreat during a cold December across the uplands of Kosovo and 
Albania to the Adriatic coast and Corfu reduced an army of 300,000 by 
nearly one-half. Undeniable privations bravely borne found a perma- 
nent place in popular historical memory along with accounts of harass- 
ment by local Albanians. 

The Pasié government could take no immediate advantage from the 
army’s heroic survival. First, they faced criticism in the rump parlia- 
ment of prewar deputies that convened on Corfu in October 1916. 
Pasié soon recessed the Skup&tina for the rest of the war, but a more 
serious, prolonged challenge came from the reconstituted and reequipped 
army of 115,000 that was transferred to Salonika under French com- 
mand. The pro-Yugoslav regent, Aleksandar, with an army entourage 
called the White Hand, represented royal authority. Its rival was the 
same group of Union or Death (Black Hand) army officers around 
Colonel Dragutin Dimitrijevi¢ (Apis), whose assassination of the last 
Obrenovié king in 1903 had brought them together. In 1914 they had 
wanted war only for Great Serbia (see chapter 3). An alliance between 
the Pasi¢ government and the increasingly assertive regent finally suc- 
ceeded in bringing down the dreaded Apis. He and two colleagues were 
executed in June 1917 after a prolonged court-martial in Salonika on 
ill-supported charges of plotting mutiny and Aleksandar’s assassina- 
tion.? Only a few months before, PaSi¢ had lost his closest international 
ally when the tsarist regime collapsed in Russia. Now, despite a spring 
buildup, no breakthrough seemed likely against the Bulgarian troops on 
the Salonika Front. The Serbian government moved forthwith to meet 
on Corfu with the Yugoslay Committee and repair its connections. 
Pasié had strained them badly with his readiness to receive Entente 
proposals for an Italian Adriatic in 1916 and his arrangements to incor- 
porate Montenegro directly into Serbia in 1917. Frano Supilo urged a 
break with Serbia and then resigned from the committee before his 
death that same year. 
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The Corfu Declaration 


Both sides came to Corfu burdened with significant weaknesses. They 
seemed more concerned with compensating for them than working out 
an agreed blueprint for a future Yugoslav state. The Pasic government 
had just succeeded in bringing some 30,000 volunteers, defectors from 
Habsburg forces or returnees from the United States or elsewhere, 
directly into the Serbian army. The Yugoslav Committee, whose propa- 
ganda had attracted many of these men, wanted to assemble them 
instead into a separate Adriatic Legion. Of the further 30,000 volun- 
teers recruited in Russia, over one-third refused to serve in any army 
but a Yugoslav one. Pasic negotiated an agreement with the Yugoslav 
Committee to allow the Serbian army to qualify as that army, thus 
denying the Committee the sort of Czech Legion that helped bring 
Toma’ Masaryk’s exile government to power in postwar Czechoslovakia. 
Serbian officers took charge, ready to weed out any volunteers seeking 
to spread the Russian revolutionary contagion. 

The Committee itself had not yet won Western support for the post- 
war breakup of Austria-Hungary by 1917. Trumbic¢ was shaken by the 
May 30 declaration of South Slav representatives in the Austrian parlia- 
ment that affirmed their loyalty to the monarchy and the new young 
emperor, Karl IJ. They supported only a trialist South Slav entity on the 
dualist pattern of Austria-Hungary. On the other hand, a number of the 
Croatian and Slovenian delegates accompanying Trumbi¢ to Corfu 
advocated a unitary state under presumably Serbian leadership. Italian 
insistence on carrying out the terms of the Treaty of London mean- 
while showed no signs of weakening. 

Despite more than a month of sessions on Corfu, the two sides could 
sign only an ambiguous document on July 20. Like some agreements 
late in Tito’s Yugoslavia, the document allowed both sides to claim that 
it strengthened their own position. Its fourteen points proposed a single 
state for the “three-named people” of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes 
under the Karadjordevi¢é dynasty and promised the democratic rights 
already provided by the Serbian constitution. The equal listing of the 
three names in Article 5 implied autonomy for all three partners, but 
did not spell out territory or terms. At the same time, Trumbi¢ ac- 
cepted a simple three-fifths majority, opening the door to a Serb major- 
ity in the constituent assembly that would define the rights of the 
“autonomous units” promised in Article 14. He specifically declined to 
support a federal framework because he believed that it would be too 
difficult to agree on internal borders. 
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What legacy did the Corfu Declaration leave to the Kingdom of 
Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes? Its longer-term importance should not be 
exaggerated. Belgrade seemed far away that summer of 1917, and sign- 
ing an agreement to secure a larger Allied force on the Salonika Front 
may have been PaSi¢’s major motive. He reportedly did notwegard the 
precise terms as binding, terms that in any case left the central govern- 
ment in Belgrade to decide what “local autonomy” would mean.’ The 
name itself also represented a victory for the PaSi¢ government in that 
it preserved Serbia’s separate identity. The failure to list constituent 
peoples other than Serbs, Croats, or Slovenes was not promising. Still, 
the agreement at least allowed the Yugoslav Committee to tie Serbia’s 
government to a published document whose terms the Western allies 
might well wish to interpret the Committee’s way. Lacking an army, 
the Committee’s only alternative would have been to accept the Treaty 
of London and forfeit the central Adriatic coast to Italy. This was surely 
too much to ask of Ante Trumbic. 


Wartime regimes from Slovenia to Serbia 


The negotiations that passed between the Yugoslay Committee and 
Serbia’s government from mid-1917 until the autumn of 1918 were less 
important to the legitimacy of the new state than two cumulative reac- 
tions. Countering the continuing Italian claim to Gorizia, Istria, and 
the central Adriatic coast provided one justification for creating some 
sort of Yugoslavia. The oppressive military regimes of Austria-Hungary 
and Bulgaria that occupied all of the future Yugoslavia from 1916 
forward constituted another. 

Italy’s claims had the clearest effect on Slovenian politica! leaders. 
They led the largest party, the Slovene People’s Party (SLS) under 
Monsignor Anton KoroSec, to vote for the May 1917 declaration of 
support for a new South Slav entity in the Habsburg Monarchy and 
then, in early 1918, to send representatives to the Yugoslav Committee. 
By August 1918, KoroSec headed a multi-party National Council to 
prepare for the unification of all the South Slavs, including those out- 
side the monarchy, in a new state. Within weeks, 130 local councils 
were also in place from Trieste across Gorizia to Carinthia. 

The Bulgarian military regime in northern Macedonia ironically had 
done more to damage the development of a Bulgarian identity than any 
of Serbia’s heavy-handed efforts to destroy it between 1912 and 1915. 
Mines had been handed over to German authorities for production that 
was sent straight to the German war effort. Bulgarian military officers 
from Sofia took control of local administration and requisitioned the 
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needs of their troops from the local population as would an occupying 
army. A considerable number of VMRO or Bulgarian Supremist sup- 
porters, perhaps 100,000, joined the Bulgarian forces, but even their 
own families suffered from a growing food shortage made worse by 
German troops sending food parcels home. Then with the collapse of 
the Salonika Front in September 1918, both Bulgarian and German 
forces withdrew, leaving behind few locals in authority to challenge the 
returning Serbian army.°® 

Austria-Hungary’s later wartime regimes in Croatia and Bosnia- 
Hercegovina also imposed worsening economic hardships on their popu- 
lations, regardless of ethnic identity. Despite these hardships, the various 
South Slav contingents accounted for a larger share of the monarchy’s 
military forces late in 1917 than in 1914, 17 versus 11.5 percent. The 
Croat contingent, slightly larger than the Serb, lost the most men, close 
to 300,000 dead by 1918. Proportionally, Slovenes and Bosnian Muslims 
took the highest casualties. Only the Bosnian Serbs served under spe- 
cial restrictions, and only they defected in significant numbers on the 
Serbian and Russian fronts of 1914-17.’ At the beginning of the war, 
both the monarchy’s Croatian and Bosnian regimes persecuted some 
Serbs and made life difficult for many more of them in ways that would 
be remembered as mistreatment at Croat or Bosnian Muslim hands. 


Croana 


The Austro-Hungarian army commanders set aside civil authority and 
began to arrest or harass Serbs suspected of any ties to Serbia during 
the autumn of 1914. Although they could not persuade Hungarian 
Prime Minister Tisza to dissolve the Sabor, they did extract the em- 
peror’s permission to proclaim martial law. The new military regime 
curtailed already limited rights of assembly and free speech and arrested 
some of the Croatian-Serbian Coalition members in the Sabor, In the 
meantime, Croatian extremists in the small Frankist Party (see chap- 
ter 3) had burned a number of Serb schools. The Ban proposed closing 
them all after the war. Croatia’s Catholic hierarchy split over the issue 
of preserving Austria-Hungary without change. The bishop of Rijeka 
and some young followers published demands that all South Slavs 
be represented in a new third entity in the monarchy. This was to be a 
more multi-ethnic entity than the Croatian-dominated one proposed by 
the Party of Right or by Stjepan Radié after he abandoned his support 
for an Austro-Hungarian victory in 1917.8 

By then, the Habsburg war effort was imposing a serious economic 
burden. Peasants hoarded their produce rather than deliver it to the 
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Austro-Hungarian centrale set up in provincial towns. The Zagreb 
Military Command kept promising improvement in the city’s provi- 
sions, but less and less food was available. In the food-poor greas of 
Istria and Dalmatia, widespread hunger was reported from W16 for- 
ward. Then came the prisoners of war, primarily Croats, retyrning from 
Russia in the course of 1917. They formed the core of the “Green 
Cadres” who began to seize estates and power in the countryside in 
October 1918. Croat and Serb soldiers from the disintegrating army of 
Austria-Hungary greatly reinforced their ranks.° 

Is it possible to speak of sizeable support throughout the various 
Croatian lands for a Yugoslav state outside of Austria-Hungary before 
the monarchy and its forces literally fell apart? No public opinion polls 
were taken, but the fiercely anti-Yugoslav Habsburg commander of 
Bosnia-Hercegovina, Stefan Sarkoti¢, reckoned that while a majority 
of Croatia-Slavonia was still loyal to the monarchy in May 1918, by 
August some 60 percent had been “infected with the Yugoslav idea.” 
The proportion in Dalmatia and Slovenia was much higher by all 
accounts.'° 


Bosnia-Hercegovina 


This same General Sarkoti¢ estimated that fully half of the Bosnian 
population was similarly “infected” by May 1918. Ironically his own 
draconian regime was responsible for a sizeable share of that half. Be- 
cause it was also Sarkotic’s regime that first mobilized Bosnian Croats 
and Muslims to persecute Serb civilians after centuries of Ottoman and 
Habsburg rule, he deserves special attention.’' 

A Croat from Lika whose family had served for generations in a 
Military Border regiment, he first saw action as a young officer fightmg 
Serb peasant rebels in the 1882 uprising in Hercegovina. By the out- 
break of war in 1914, he had risen to command the only Croat-Serb 
division (two-thirds Croat) in the Austrian army and led it in the war 
against Serbia. He immediately issued an order for the summary execu- 
tion of civilians in Bosnia as well as Serbia who aided or supported the 
Serb guerrilla bands that sprang up. By November 1914, Sarkotic 
had been promoted to military governor, or Landeschef, of Bosnia- 
Hercegovina. He began to arrest and deport prominent Serbs, includ- 
ing Orthodox clergy. Before he had finished, approximately 5,000 Serbs 
were interned in camps, joining the small number of Young Bosnia 
members, like Ivo Andrié, who had been arrested immediately. Perhaps 
50,000 were forced from their homes in the Drina valley. Show trials 
held at Banja Luka in 1916-17 passed death sentences as well as nu- 
merous deportation orders. Although amnesties from Vienna prevented 
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more than three executions from being carried out, the number of 
Serbs forced from their homes and deported or confined in concentra- 
tion camps approached 100,000 by mid-1917. Muslim dissent was also 
discouraged, but the regime recruited Muslims as well as Croats into a 
defense force, or Schutzkorps, that grew to 20,000 men. In their “anti- 
bandit operations” along the Drina border with Serbia, in Foéa for 
instance, they massacred Serb villagers as well as deported them. This 
first incidence of active “ethnic cleansing” in Bosnia-Hercegovina left 
grievances that played into the hands of Sarkoti¢’s successors on all 
sides. Its immediate effect in 1917-18 was to swell the ranks of the 
Serb guerrillas with deserters from the Austro-Hungarian army, not all 
of them Serbs. By early 1918, Sarkoti¢ himself estimated their numbers 
at 50,000. Hungarian opposition prevented him from putting into 
effect his plan for the administrative unification of Bosnia-Hercegovina 
with Croatia-Slavonia and Dalmatia even after the new emperor, Karl, 
had approved it in May 1917. Had Sarkoti¢ succeeded, the resulting 
repression might have made popular support for a Yugoslav alternative 
to the Habsburg monarchy broader still. 


Serbia 


Meanwhile, in occupied Serbia, a less personal Austrian military regime 
still subjected the local population to treatment that hardened opposi- 
tion to any restoration of the Habsburg monarchy. General Conrad, 
long Serbia’s arch enemy, had in fact proposed that all officials, profes- 
sionals or clergy who were politically active, must be “destroyed or 
banished firmly and for a long time, preventing their return.” Belgrade 
shrank from 90,000 to 15,000 between 1914 and early 1916. Over one- 
third of the population had already left Belgrade by October 1915, 
when the Serbian army’s retreat left some 30,000 Austro-Hungarian 
troops to occupy the country. A typhus epidemic spread from the Ser- 
bian army to civilians that fall and took a staggering 150,000 lives. 
Another 40,000 people were deported to Austria-Hungary and 10,000 
confined in concentration camps in Serbia. Still more died of hunger 
and disease during the rest of the occupation, bringing the civilian 
death total for 1914-1918 to at least one-half million. Troop losses of 
nearly 300,000 matched the South Slav toll for Austria-Hungary, from 
a pre-1912 population of 8 million versus 3 million for Serbia. One way 
or another, half of Serbia’s male population between the ages of 18 and 
55 had perished. 

The war also crippled Serbia’s capacity to feed itself. Disease and the 
absence of peasant labor may have been the greater reasons for devast- 
ating food shortages, but popular memory would blame the Austrian 
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centrale for requisitioning foodstuffs from the countryside and ration- 
ing a shrinking amount back to the towns. Other requisitions took what 
cloth and metal could be seized from the towns. Habsburg ciyjl auth- 
orities had no plans either for developing Serbia’s econo or for 
connecting it to their western territories. Zagreb’s Chambgr of Com- 
merce was persuaded to make one trip to Belgrade to explore a rail link, 
but the project went no further. The military command and the Ger- 
man army exploited the mines and a few industrial enterprises for the 
war effort. Other factories stood vacant or were destroyed, and Austrian 
or German troops flooded the mines as they withdrew in the face of the 
Allied advance from Salonika in October 1918. Rail lines and bridges 
were blown up, and Belgrade’s electrical utility put out of commission. 
As a final gesture, one Austrian army unit broke every window and lock 
they could find in the city before leaving. Serbia had surely suffered 
greater losses, human and material, during the First World War than 
did the other component parts of the future Yugoslavia.’ 


National Council in Zagreb and unification in Belgrade 


The Serbian army and government returned in November 1918 to a 
war-ravaged population and economy, hardly a basis of political strength 
beyond the popular sense of shared sacrifice. Nor did the Pagi¢ govern- 
ment and the regent, Aleksandar, form a united front, ready to deal 
with the resumption of party politics in Serbia. The Serbian side was 
nonetheless in a stronger position to bargain with the Yugoslav Com- 
mittee about the shape of any new state than it had been on Corfu in 
1917. In addition to a victorious army, Serbia now had French support 
and a potential ally in Zagreb against the Committee itself. 

A Yugoslav state would secure the breakup of Austria-Hungary with- 
out handing over the Adriatic coast to Italy. This became a French 
interest as early as April 1918. British and American policy was much 
slower to promote the breakup of the monarchy; indeed, despite the 
promise of self-determination in President Woodrow Wilson’s famous 
Fourteen Points of January 1918, Anglo-American diplomacy accepted 
rather than promoted the monarchy’s disintegration. France had sent 
the most Allied troops to the Salonika Front, and a French general, 
Franchet d’Esperey, commanded the largely Serbian force that retook 
Macedonia and Kosovo and liberated Serbia. By October French repres- 
entatives were telling the PaSié government that they favored a unitary 
Yugoslav state on the pattern of Italy or Poland. Any federal arrange- 
ment would be divisive and, worse, they argued, too weak to stand up 
to its neighbors. Such support bolstered the Pasi¢ government against 
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the rising criticism of R. W. Seton-Watson and Henry Wickham Steed, 
long the leading British advocates of a Yugoslav state on the presum- 
ably federal terms of the Yugoslay Committee.!? 

At the same time, Austria~Hungary’s declining fortunes had prompted 
an ad hoc body of deputies to the Croatian Sabor in Zagreb to proclaim 
themselves a National Council (Narodno vijeée). Quickly joined by 
representatives from Dalmatia, Istria, and a similar Slovenian council 
(Narodni svet) that had convened in August, they commanded an im- 
mediate claim to legitimacy. The Yugoslav Committee, still based in 
London, could only ask to be their foreign representative. Last to join 
but constituting a majority when they did were members of the prewar 
Croatian-Serbian Coalition. By this time, they had come around to the 
idea of a new state that included Serbia, as fervently championed by 
their leader, Svetozar Pribi¢evi¢. They were especially attracted to Ser- 
bia’s army as a force that could restore order in the countryside and 
secure their ambitious Western borders, in other words, suppress the 
“Green Cadres” and turn back the Italian army. Stjepan Radi¢ and his 
Croatian Peasant Party opposed any such bargain, rejecting the Na- 
tional Council’s vote for the Serbian monarchy and army as well as for 
a single state. His only ally was the Frankist Party of Pure Right. But on 
November 4, the Council barely halted an Italian advance on Ljubljana 
with a force of former war prisoners. It immediately dispatched an 
appeal through Allied representatives for Serbian troops." 

At Geneva on November 9, Ante Trumbié staged a last stand for the 
Yugoslav Committee. He pressed PaSi¢ as Serbia’s foreign representative 
to accept a confederation, comparable to the Dual Monarchy, as the 
framework for the new government. Both the Serbian opposition to Pasié 
and the Slovenian People’s Party leader, Monsignor KoroSec, joined 
forces with Trumbi¢ to secure the tentative Geneva Agreement. But the 
Belgrade government, headed by fellow Radical and the regent’s favorite, 
Stojan Proti¢, repudiated that agreement two days later simply by re- 
signing with a promise to include the opposition in a new cabinet. The 
advance of Italian troops and naval units toward Dalmatia continued. 
Serb delegates to the Zagreb National Council demanded that the mem- 
bers accept the regent’s invitation to meet with him in Belgrade. Trumbié 
stood by in shock as council representatives first repudiated the Geneva 
Agreement and then, on November 28, asked Aleksandar to proclaim 
the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes as agreed on Corfu. This 
he did on December 1 before delegations from Bosnia-Hercegovina, 
Montenegro, the Vojvodina, and the National Council as well.'® 

Several groups outside the Council openly criticized the December 
proclamation. Montenegrin supporters of King Nikola naturally objected, 
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favoring an Italian-backed effort to reclaim his throne. The newly rad- 
ical Social Democratic Party opposed any agreement with a monarchy 
like Serbia’s that was antagonistic to Bolshevik Russia. The first and 
loudest denunciations came from Croatia’s small Party of PuresRight. 
Croats from Slavonia and Hercegovina, both close by Serb cgncentra- 
tions, were particularly attracted to such nationalist opposition, as was 
the Catholic archbishop of Sarajevo, Josip Stadler. Already an active 
advocate of a Croatian Bosnia-Hercegovina before the war (see chapter 
3), Stadler failed to win over leading clerics from the Bosnian Franciscans 
and several Croatian orders, especially in Dalmatia, who accepted the 
unification. The Catholic hierarchy, in other words, was hardly united 
in opposing the formation +f Yugoslavia.'° 

The steadfastly anti-clerical Stjepan Radi¢ and his Croatian Peasant 
Party did present a unified opposition. Wilfully excluded from any role 
in the Zagreb National Council by Pribicevic, Radi¢ saw the proclama- 
tion as the fulfillment of his worst fears. In February 1919, he dis- 
patched a letter to President Wilson appealing for the recognition of a 
Croatian republic, adding the word “republican” to his party’s name 
the next day. Lacking a better route, Radi¢ sent the letter through the 
Italian military mission in Ljubljana, a hasty misstep that his opponents 
in Belgrade turned to their political advantage. 

By then, Trumbi¢ and other moderate opponents of the proclama- 
tion had agreed to the single interim government that was to prepare a 
new constitution for ratification by a promised Constituent Assembly. 
Behind any such government stood the need to rely on the Serbian 
army. The National Council tried to use its own meager forces to 
confront a surviving Hungarian unit in Zagreb on December 5 while 
Serbian army troops watched. The Council’s failure marked the end of 
any military alternative to the Serbian army across the entire territory of 
the new state. Despite the lack of new arms from the wartime Allies, 
its forces swelled to 400,000 by mid-1919."" Its sheer presence estab- 
lished the authority of the united government as agreed in Belgrade on 
December 20, 1918. With Protié rather than Pasi¢ as prime minister, 
again at Aleksandar’s behest, the cabinet consisted of ten members 
from Serbia, nine from former Habsburg territory, and one from 
Montenegro. Trumbié agreed to join Pasi¢ and Koro§ec as its repres- 
entatives at the Paris peace conference. 

Internally, Belgrade’s representatives rejected a proposal from the 
Croato-Serbian Coalition for joint or autonomous ministries on the 
Habsburg pattern. Instead, the Serbian constitution of 1903 became 
the interim law of the land until January 30, 1919, when agreement was 
reached on a similar temporary constitution. By March 1919, the Interim 
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National Parliament (PNP) was in place to prepare for the elections 
to the Constituent Assembly. They were delayed until November 1920, 
and ratification took another six months. During that long interim 
period, the struggle to negotiate secure external borders helped bind 
the new political spectrum together while problems of domestic recovery 
and public order pushed it apart. 


Western policy and border disputes 


Allied support during the First World War, first for Serbia and then 
also for the Yugoslay Committee, did not translate into immediate 
recognition of the new Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes, let 
alone international agreement on precisely what its borders should 
be. None of the victorious powers had recognized the new state when 
the Paris peace conference convened January 1919. Recognition by the 
United States followed in February. Britain and France delayed, defer- 
ring to Italian opposition because of its Adriatic claims under the Treaty 
of London. By May both of the victorious powers felt obliged to accept 
the kingdom’s credentials because the newly arrived delegation of de- 
feated Germany had done so.'® 

Before recognition, the triumvirate of Pasi¢é, Trumbié, and KoroSec 
that represented the new kingdom could occupy only the three seats at 
the conference initially granted to Serbia. This weakened their claim to 
negotiate the new western frontier. To the north, there were further 
border disputes to be settled with Austria and Hungary, and to the 
south, with Bulgaria and Albania. Only the Macedonian border with 
Greece and, after bargaining into the summer of 1919, the Banat bor- 
der with Romania were not contested. Divisions between Trumbié and 
PaSic also limited the delegation’s abilicy to present a single bargaining 
position. Pasic¢ was not yet ready to trade Rijeka to Italy in return for 
Shkéder from Albania, as he would be by 1920, but the difference 
between his emphasis on eastern claims and Trumbi¢’s preoccupation 
with the western border was already there to exploit. 


Istria and Dalmatia 


Two initial advantages promised to make up for these weaknesses in 
the new kingdom’s position. First, the moralistic American President 
Woodrow Wilson had compromised his commitment to ethnic rather 
than strategic borders in January 1919 by accepting Italy’s claim to the 
Tyrol (and the Brenner Pass). Supported by his geographic advisors, he 
now determined to refuse any more concessions to Italy, particularly if 
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they honored the sort of secret wartime treaty he had never respected. 
Those powerful British persuaders, Wickham Steed and Seton-Watson 
sought to coordinate support for the Yugoslav claim between Trumbié 
and Italian liberals opposed to their nationalist foreign minister, Sidney 
Sonnino. Second, Italian army units moved beyond the border granted 
them by the 1915 Treaty of London into Rijeka (Fiume) in particular, 
and further weakened the legitimacy of Italy’s case. Allied support grew 
for the so-called Wilson line proposed by his experts to bisect the 
Istrian peninsula from north to south and leave the eastern portion plus 
all of Dalmatia (except for Zadar) to the Yugoslav state (see map 4.1). 
Some 370,000 inland Slovenes and Croats would remain in Italy, but 
this was half the number that the London line would have included.”” 

Orlando’s insecure government and his intransigent foreign minister 
refused to accept even the more favorable Wilson line, leaving the 
border unsettled. Only in November 1920 did a new, still non-Fascist 
Italian government use the defeat of Wilson’s Democratic ticket (Wilson 
was not a candidate) in the US elections to extract the signature of the 
interim Yugoslav government to the Treaty of Rapallo. Its terms drew a 
border between the London line and the eastern advance of Italian 
troops that left over one-half million Slovenes and Croats in Italy. 
Rijeka was to become a free state once the private militia of the Italian 
poet and irredentist, Gabriele d’Annunzio, that had occupied the port 
since August 1919 was expelled. Although this was accomplished by 
January 1921, Mussolini’s Fascist regime would move to reclaim Rijeka 
in September 1923. By that later date, the Italian administrators of 
Istria and Gorizia had already closed down Slovenian and Croatian 
language schools, publications, and political organizations. They also 
disbanded Krek’s extensive network of cooperatives (described in chap- 
ter 3). Their restrictions drove the Social Democrats and some other 
Slovenes on Italian territory into the Communist camp.”° Within the 
new Yugoslav state, these cross-border grievances and Mussolini’s con- 
tinuing hostility encouraged Slovenia’s political leaders to seek out an 
alliance with Serbian interests. As the Yugoslav capital and army head- 
quarters, Belgrade was the strongest source of diplomatic and military 
leverage against Italy. 


Carinthia and the Vojvodina 


Serbian military leverage had also allowed KoroSec and other Slovenian 
leaders to press their claim to the mixed area of Carinthia. Serbian 
army_units ignored Trumbic’s ongoing negotiations in Paris to reduce 
that claim and occupied most of the Carinthian basin, including the 
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Map 4.1 Territorial Claims and Final Borders, 1918-1921 


largely Austrian German city of Klagenfurt, in May 1919. Italian arms 
and officers supported a weak Austrian counterattack (the defeated, 
shrunken Austrian state had virtually no army) that regained some 
ground. British, French, and American representatives at Paris now 
agreed that the dispute should be settled by two plebiscites, the first 
one in Carinthia south of the Drava river (Zone A) and then, if it went 
against Austria, a second one to the north (Zone B). The south voted 
three-to-two for Austria in July 1920. Some 40,000 to 60,000 Slovenes 
remained on the Austrian side of the final border and strengthened the 
Serbian case for refusing to sign the St. Germain peace treaty with 
Austria, for other reasons related to Macedonia.*! The Yugoslav king- 
dom also retained small triangles on either side of the Mur river, 
Prekomurje and Medjumurje (see map 4.1). 

As with Austna, the new state’s adversarial relationship with interwar 
Hungary began over a dispute about their common border. When the 
Bolshevik regime of Bela Kun seized power in Hungary for four months 
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in 1919, French representatives pressed for a Serbian army division to 
move northward. No troops were moved, but the invitation strength- 
ened the kingdom’s hand in bargaining successfully for most & its 
claim to the Baéka area between the Danube and Tisza rivers, ipélud- 

ing the largely Hungarian towns of Sombor and Subotica and the south- 

em triangle of the Baranja between the Drava and Danube (see 

map 4.1). Since General d’Esperey had authorized it in November 1918, 

the Serbian army occupied that area and more, reaching into Hungary 

as far as Pécs and into Romania as far as Timisoara. The Bunjevei or 

Sokci of the Subotica area, originally Catholic Serb or Croat immi- 

grants from Hercegovina, had thereupon joined with Serbs in Novi Sad 

and elsewhere to demand separation from Hungary “in the sacred name 

of self-determination.” A large and largely Serb set of 757 represent- 

atives hastily elected from communes in roughly the territory finally 

ceded had already met in Novi Sad on November 25 to demand union 

with Serbia or the still unproclaimed Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and 

Slovenes.”” France’s support at the Paris peace conference secured the 

claim although it was the strategic argument of the Serbian General 

Staff that persuaded the French representatives. 

Like the interwar Romanian border with Hungary in Transylvania, a 
relatively smal! adjustment would have reduced the Hungarian minority _ 
of 400,000 in the first Yugoslavia by about one-half, The Vojvodina’s 
ethnic German minority of 500,000 remained in any case. The South 
Slavs had sought minority rights with mixed success from Austria- 
Hungary before the war. The new Yugoslav kingdom now faced the 
dilemma of respecting such rights or encouraging the breakup of the 
state. 


Macedonia and Kosovo 


While minority rights would be at least addressed in the north, they 
were entirely ignored in the south. Serbia’s representatives at the Paris 
peace conference consistently refused to acknowledge the existence of 
a huge, non-Serb majority in Macedonia or the legitimacy of one in 
Kosovo. It is easy to condemn this refusal to recognize the Macedonian 
Slavs as a separate ethnic group in light of the genuine national con- 
sciousness that has developed there in the meantime. But at chat time, 
its small educated élite was still divided between Macedonian, Bulgar- 
ian, and even local identities, sometimes within the same person. When 
we consider the irredentist claims of defeated Bulgaria to that territory 
along with those of an emerging Albania to Kosovo, Belgrade’s reluct- 
ance to call northern Macedonia anything other than “South Serbia” 
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and Kosovo, “Old Serbia,” becomes more understandable, at least in 
strategic terms. Military arguments were also the grounds for demand- 
ing a strip of western Bulgaria from Vidin down to the Strumica river 
and along the rim of northern Albania to the Drin river (see map 4.1) 
at the Paris peace conference. The Allies granted only three minor 
adjustments eastward in the Bulgarian frontier. 

A subsequent program (described in chapter 5) to bring Serb colon- 


Habsburg “populationism” in the eighteenth-century Vojvodina. Home- 


the Lika region of the old Croatian Military Border were to be carved 
from Albanian or Turkish lands, allegedly vacated by former Ottoman 
landlords or postwar outlaws. The interim land reform passed by the 
PNP in Belgrade in February 1919 abolished the Ottoman feudal rights 
by which Muslim landlords had claimed sharecropping levies from Bosnia 
down to Macedonia.” 

Kosovar Albanians faced the return of a Serbian army whose cam- 
paign there during the First Balkan War had cost them thousands of 
dead, and destroyed more houses. Austrian occupation of the northern 
half from 1915 to 1918 (Bulgaria took over the southern half) had 
allowed Albanian-language schools to open for the first time. But food 
soon became scarce under the familiar Habsburg system of requisition- 
ing. Serbia’s Salonika army retook Kosovo in September 1918, but 
reprisals against villages for resistance or presumed collaboration con- 
tinued into 1919.** Then Belgrade’s effort to requisition arms and even 
issue a draft call in 1920 provoked further Albanian resistance. 

This plus ongoing warfare between the Serbian army and assorted 
Albanian bands around the northern circle of a disputed border with 
Albania gave the Belgrade government new justification for launching 
its resettlement policy. So did VMRO raids across the Bulgarian border 
into Macedonia that continued until 1923. The 1921 conference in 
Paris of signatories to the peace treaties assigned Albania to Italy’s 
protection under League of Nations provisions, thus making Kosovo 
seem the more vulnerable of the two territories in the eyes of subsequent 
Belgrade governments. 


Economic obstacles to political unification 


Threatening border disputes, particularly with Italy, helped hold to- 
gether the first Yugoslavia during the long interval before a constitution 
could be ratified. Meanwhile, the separate postwar problems of the 


. . . - at. cp 
ists to Macedonia and especially to Kosovo and the Sandzak of Novi. ‘ ’ 
Pazar sought to secure these border areas in a fashion reminiscent of¢ Ora, 
Loe? 
steads for Serb families from Bosnia-Hercegovina, Montenegro, and... 
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Serbian and Croatian economies impeded political accommodation. 
From 1918 until the demise of the second Yugoslavia in 1991, Serbs 
and Croats were the one pair of ethnic groups capable of tearing the 
state apart if they clashed. When each failed to understand the Hner’s 
economic misfortunes during and after the First World War, pheir pol- 
itical relations got off on the wrong foot. 

The new kingdom faced formidable problems of economic integra- 
tion even without the ravages of war being taken into account. Serbia, 
Croatia-Slavonia, and the other component territories had traded far 
more with other commercial networks than with each other (see chap- 
ter 2). Austro-Hungarian rivalry within the Dual Monarchy had en- 
couraged these alternate connections with two separate rail networks. 
Across all of the future state, there were four different rail networks, 
five currencies, and six customs areas and legal systems, all dating from 
before 1914. Perhaps the one economic feature that Serbia and Croatia- 
Slavonia had in common was a comparative advantage in the export of 
livestock. 

The war and its aftermath damaged the largely agricultural eco- 
nomies in every corner of the new kingdom. Transport was disrupted and 
little manpower reached the fields. Food-poor areas such as Hercegovina 
faced desperate shortages. The interim land reform of 1919 and its 
abrogation of Muslim share-cropping regimes may have increased grain 
production in Bosnia, Macedonia, and Kosovo. But the reform’s effects 
on Croatian agriculture and exports caused political trouble, as did the 
special burdens bore by Serbia’s industry and transport.” The mutual 
resentments that they engendered came to a head in the controversy 
over a single currency and a central bank. 


Agniculture and foreign trade 


A series of peasant uprisings shook Croatia during the immediate post- 
war period and disrupted agricultural recovery in several regions. Bands 
of returning peasant soldiers sacked the large, foreign-owned estates of 
Slavonia in particular. Such violence had already prompted the mainly 
Croatian National Council in Zagreb to call for Serbian troops to re- 
store order by the end of 1918. An interim land reform of April 1919 
promised to break up all estate or other holdings over 150 acres. Actual 
redistribution, however, was slow in coming. Rural order had barely 
been restored in September 1920 when a still essentially Serbian army 
started to inventory all draft animals and brand those fit for military use 
in case of war. Its clumsy campaign sparked a rumor that the livestock 
was about to be confiscated. Many Serbian politicians assumed that 
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Croatian peasants had profited during the recent war, but in fact Austro- 
Hungarian authorities had requisitioned animals and grain at centrale 
in Croatia-Slavonia as well. The new inventories looked like more re- 
quisitions. Rural revolts now erupted south and east of Zagreb in Croatia 
proper and quickly elicited support from Radi¢’s Peasant Party, even 
though Radi¢ was imprisoned by the Belgrade government. Serbian 
units soon put down the rebellions, but they contributed to an overall 
decline, estimated at 20 percent, in Croatian agricultural production 
for 1918-21 from an already reduced level.” 

This reduction combined with the desperate demand for foodstuffs 
in postwar Vienna and Budapest to drive up food prices in Zagreb to 
several times beyond the Belgrade level. The food-poor areas of Dalma- 
tia, Slovenia, and Hercegovina were left with virtually nothing from 
Croatia-Slavonia, But the rail links to the struggling new states of Aus- 
tria and Hungary were still intact. Croatian traders played the inter 
government’s civil and military authorities off against each other in 
order to obtain exemptions from an Allied ban on exports to those 
countries. Selling to the highest bidder, they also found buyers in relat- 
ively prosperous Czechoslovakia. In the process, Zagreb became the 
commercial center of the new kingdom, accounting for most of the 
food exports that were in turn half of the kingdom’s total for 1920. 

Serbia’s own agricultural woes only encouraged the Belgrade politi- 
cians to focus on Zagreb’s rising role in foreign trade and to neglect any 
problems of the Croatian peasantry. The Serbian burden from wartime 
requisitions by the Austro-Hungarian centrale had, of course, been 
higher. Livestock was reduced to one-third of the prewar total for peas- 
ant households. The grain-rich Vojvodina still sent the majority of its 
produce north, even after the prewar customs barriers had been re- 
moved in March 1919. But there were no “Green Cadres” to disrupt 
the cultivation of the fertile fields of northern Serbia, albeit mainly with 
wooden ploughs. Their overwhelmingly small properties were also ex- 
empt from the land reform and, in fact, produced a better food supply 
for Belgrade than for Zagreb in the autumn of 1919. 


Industry and transport 


Serbia’s industry suffered more than agriculture, particularly when 
compared to Croatia and Slovenia. Broken rail connections heightened 
Serbia’s postwar problems. Its rail track per capita was already less 
than even the Bosnian average (31 versus 74 kilometers) before the war. 
Retreating Bulgarian troops had destroyed the Nis repair yards and 
most of the rolling stock that the Austrian forces had not taken with 
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them in the autumn of 1918. To the north, the retreating Austrians had 
blown up the bridges across the Sava and Danube rivers. Because of 
these limitations, the postwar coal shortage that interrupted rail sgrvice 
across all of the new kingdom except Slovenia and Bosnia hit Bgfgrade 
all the harder. y 

Prewar Serbia’s modest industrial capacity had been concentrated in 
Belgrade, where it now faced the lack of full rail service until 1922. The 
occupiers’ last-minute flooding of lignite mines delayed the resumption 
of power, heat, and light for factories through 1919. Denied a place on 
the Allied commission to divide up the assets of Austria-Hungary, the 
kingdom’s Serbian-dominated government could not bargain for Czech 
coal supplies that would have offered relief. Indeed, the reparations 
from both Austria-Hungary and Germany that the government had 
counted on for Serbia’s economic recovery were slow to arrive beyond 
a number of German locomotives. Meanwhile, Belgrade’s association 
of private industrialists, the Industrijska Komora, consistently failed to 
win state support for priority over agricultural recovery or military 
requirements. Even demands for the nationalization of Austrian and 
Hungarian firms in Croatia or Slovenia fell on deaf ears. 

Two portentous consequences followed from the travails of Serbia’s 
industry. First, the hardships of unpaid wages or unemployment through- 
out 1919 convinced a significant part of Belgrade’s industrial labor force, 
swollen by returning soldiers, to support the new Communist Party of 
Yugoslavia in the 1920 elections for the Constituent Assembly. Second, 
the rapid recovery of Croatian industry now concentrated in Zagreb created 
a significant economic gap between the two cities. Although roughly 
equal before the war, the number of industrial enterprises in Zagreb 
grew to four times the Belgrade figure by 1926 with twice the capital. 


Serbian currency and Croatian banks 


Much of that capital came from Zagreb commercial banks that refused 
to participate in the new kingdom’s central bank in Belgrade. They left 
Serbian shareholders to take up almost three-quarters of the joint stock 
issued for the Narodna Banka Kr. Srba, Hrvata i Slovenaca in 1920 
and rarely called on the bank to rediscount their loans in subsequent 
years. Instead, they turned to investment banking within Croatia, own- 
ing or issuing 57 percent of the joint-stock in the entire kingdom by 
1921, one year before the central government passed a law authorizing 
incorporation. 

Encouraging this separate and more profitable course was the 1919 
dispute over the rate at which crowns from the defunct Dual Monarchy 
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would be converted to dinars, Serbia’s long-standing denomination. 
Dinars had survived the war at virtual par with the French franc: diner 
notes had not circulated and Serbia’s gold reserves were held in safe- 
keeping by France. By the summer of 1919, the Austro-Hungarian 
crown depreciated to one-fifth of its prewar par with the German mark, 
four to the dollar rather than the dinar’s prewar five, on the Vienna and 
Budapest exchange markets. The Serbian-dominated government’s de- 
cision to “mark over” crowns or trade them for dinars at a five-to-one 
ratio may appear to economic historians as a market-based measure, 
but neither the Croatian nor the Serbian side would remember it that 
way. The initial Serbian offer of ten-to-one faced a Croatian demand 
for a one-to-one exchange. Even the two-to-one rate offered by Romanian 
authorities in Transylvania in order to allow the powerful Bucharest 
banks to attract deposits had proved wildly inflationary. The five-to-one 
ratio of crowns for dinars persuaded the Zagreb banks to ignore the 
new central bank that would manage a money supply of dinars.”’ Irrita- 
tion over the initial conversion would not fade from the list of Croatian 
grievances against “Serbian centralism” in the first Yugoslavia. 


Divisive elections for a unitary constitution 


The constitution of 1921 surely deserved its reputation as a framework 
for centralization. This was to be a state dominated by the monarch, 
the Belgrade ministries, and Serbian political leaders. Yet Serbs did not 
constitute even a simple majority, let alone the overwhelming majority 
that made such a prescription more workable, even without a king, in 
France. But if the regent, Aleksandar, and the Serbian army still held 
the strong hand described above, why was the political process leading 
to that constitution so long and difficult? Nearly two years passed be- 
fore a Constituent Assembly was elected on November 28, 1920, and 
another seven months before that body ratified a constitution. The 
uncertainty over the peace treaties and Serbia’s particular economic 
weakness were only two reasons. Divisions within the Serbian and other 
Serbs’ camps combined with the abstention of irreconcilable Croatian 
and Communist parties to fracture the final outcome. 

That struggle began in the Interim National Parliament (PNP). It 
convened on December 10, 1918, and continued to sit until the regent 
disbanded it exactly one month before the 1920 election for the Con- 
stituent Assembly. The PNP remained an unelected body throughout 
its existence, with the undemocratic exception of twenty-four deput- 
ies from Macedonia and Kosovo elected via open ballot by voters 
approved by Serbian authorities. The rest of the PNP’s 296 delegates 


‘ 


122 Yugoslavia as History 


were selected by the prewar parties in rough proportion to their seats 
in the last prewar assemblies. Hence, only two token seats were offered 
to Radi¢’s Croatian Peasant Party (and promptly refused) and none to 
the new Communist Party. Prewar Serbia, Macedonia, and éosovo 
together had 84 seats, Croatia 62, Slovenia 32, Bosnia~Hercegovina 42, 
the Vojvodina 24, Dalmatia and Montenegro 12 each, and Istria 4. 
Although a majority of the National Council in Zagreb would have 
preferred its own separate parliament and Slovenian representatives 
had asked for 6 more seats, the body was not an unrepresentative one 
by the available census figures. 

Two principal features distinguished the PNP’s legislative life.”* First, 
although Nikola PaSic’s Radical Party organized three of its four cabi- 
nets, Pasi¢ headed none of them, and his party commanded only sixty- 
nine mandates. It sought to counter this disadvantage by alliances with 
the Slovenian People’s Party (SLS) and Bosnia’s Yugoslav Muslim 
Organization (JMO), alliances that would reappear several times during 
the interwar period. The formation of political clubs for each major 
party or coalition on the prewar Serbian pattern facilitated the contacts 
that made such alliances possible. The new Democratic Party held the 
largest number of seats with 115 and was itself a coalition. Its mem- 
bers, led by Ljuba Davidovic, came from Serbia’s Independent Radical 
Party, Pasi¢’s prewar adversary, and the Serbian Independent Party 
that Svetozar Pribicevi¢ had taken into the Croato-Serbian Coalition. 
Pribicevic traded on his close relations with the regent to take central- 
izing initiatives, but soon squandered support in confrontations within 
his own party as well as with the Radicals over his arbitrary ways. 

Pribicevi¢’s divisive role helps to explain the PNP’s second major 
distinction, its failure to pass thirty-five of the forty-seven legislative 
measures that came before it, including a budget. The only important 
items on which it could agree were the several peace treaties, a customs 
union, and the procedures for the Constituent Assembly election. The 
regent refused the Democrats’ demand for elections to the PNP itself in 


September 1919. 


The 1920 elections 


The long-awaited balloting for the Constituent Assembly finally took 
place on November 28, 1920. The Radicals increased their representa- 
tion largely at the expense of the Democrats. With 419 seats now open 
instead of the PNP’s 296, Pasié’s Radicals increased their mandates 
from 69 to 91, while their Serb Democratic rivals fell from 115 to 92. 
The total representation for the two parties, 194 versus 183, hardly 
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Table 4.1. Regional party shares and seats in the 1920 elections 


Percentage Seats Percentage Seats 


Bosnia and Hercegovina Serbia 
Yugoslay Muslim Radicals 20 41 
Organization (JMO) 23 24 Democrats 18 32 
Radicals 13 11 Communists (KPJ) 9 14 
Labor Union 12 12 Agrarian Union 8 14 
Croatian Labor Party 8 7 Kosove and Sandiak 
Croatian People’s Party 4 3 Democrats 36 13 
Democrats 4 2 Radicals 15 6 
Communists 4 4 Communists & 3 
Croatia Macedonia 
Croatian Republic Communists 20 15 
Peasant Parry (HRSS) 37 50 Democrats 16 1! 
Democrats 12 19 Radicals 14 6 
Radicals 6 9 Montenegro 
Communists 5 7 Communists 25 4 
Croatian Union 2 3 Democrats 13 2 
Croatian People’s Party 2 3 Republicans ll 2 
Croatian Party of Right 2 2 Radicals 9 1 
Daimatia Independent list 6 1 
Croatian People’s Party 16 3 Vojvedina 
Labor Party 12 3 Radicals 30 21 
Communists 9 1 Democrats 12 10 
Radicals 7 1 Communists 10 5 
Democrats 6 1 Social Democrats 5 3 
Non-party list 4 1 Croatian People’s Parry 4 4 
Croatian Union 3 1 Agrarian Union 2 1 


Source: Branislav Gligorijevi¢, Parlament i politicke stranke Jugoslavije, 1919-1929 (Belgrade: 
Narodna knjiga, 1979), 82-89. 


changed. While the Democrats won more votes, 319,000 to 285,000, 
and could claim twice as many from Croatia, the Radicals held the 
same advantage in the Vojvodina and tripled the Democrats’ numbers 
in Bosnia-Hercegovina. Only a similar three-to-one advantage in Mace- 
donia and Kosovo allowed the Democrats to pull ahead in the popular 
vote, if not the number of seats. 

Table 4.1 records the distribution of votes and seats among the 
various parties within the eight major regions. The balloting brought 
out a respectable 65 percent of eligible voters, all males twenty-one 
years or older, barring those with dual (foreign) citizenship. This device 
conveniently excluded nearly 1 million Hungarians and Germans, re- 
siding primarily in the Vojvodina. Serbia recorded the lowest voting 
percentage, only 56 percent according to one survey, probably reflecting 
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greater economic disaffection with the postwar regime than elsewhere. 
The low turnout did not hurt the Radicals much. A Radical-influenced 
distribution of electoral districts compensated for the lower density of 
population in both rural and southeastern regions and allowed a syvaller 
number of voters to elect their candidates and some Commynists as 
well.”° 

Leading the parties with lesser percentages were three apparently 
religious but in reality ethnic parties, Slovenia’s clerical-led SLS; the 
Bosnian Muslims’ JMO; and their Albanian counterpart in Kosovo, the 
Sandzak, and Macedonia, the Xemijet. The SLS and JMO each re- 
ceived one-third of the ballots cast in their regions, making them the 
largest parties and winning them twenty-seven and twenty-four seats, 
respectively. These small burt significant representations made them 
ideal partners, despite their religious affiliation, for the Serbian Radical 
Party in its search for support against Croatian and other Serb parties. 
The Xemijet also won the largest party share in Kosovo, but received 
no initial representation. They had put forward no specific candidates 
after forming a pre-election alliance with the Radicals and especially the 
Democrats. Such an alliance was the best that they could do, given 
electoral districts gerrymandered to include enough Serbs to outnum- 
ber the Albanian majonry. This restrictive framework gave the Kemijet 
eleven votes, all of them cast to ratify the constitution on June 28, 
1921. 

By that time, the two parties that had won the largest number of 
seats after the Serb front runners decided to absent themselves. The 
Croatian Republican Peasant Party (HRSS) had abandoned its efforts 
of early 1919 to seek separate recognition for a Croatian Peasant Re- 
public and run a list of candidates that swept away the prewar Croatian 
parties. The Frankist Party of Pure Right, for example, won just 2.5 per- 
cent of Croatia’s votes. The Radic party took advantage of the newly 
widened franchise to capture 52.5 percent, or 230,000 votes, exactly 
twice the total of the two major Serb parties combined in Croatia. 
Released from prison in time for the campaign, Radié himself con- 
tinued to oppose any framework other than a limited constitutional 
monarchy with confederal autonomy for Croatia. He wanted a position 
comparable to that of Hungary in the Dual Monarchy. There was little 
chance from the beginning that any of his party’s forty-nine votes would 
be cast for a French-style state with a Serbian king. 

The largest opposition party was not Radic’s but rather the new 
Communist Party of Yugoslavia (KPJ). It won fifty-nine seats with 
fewer votes than the HRSS, less than 200,000. Formed only in April 
1919 in Belgrade, it attracted voters from several constituencies to 
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eclipse the Social Democrats, who fell short of 50,000. A number of the 
100,000 prisoners of war returning from Russia and Austria-Hungary 
were ready recruits, later including a certain Josip Broz, who would 
become the Communist leader, Tito. Difficult conditions for factory 
and transport employees in Belgrade and Zagreb, plus the example of 
Bela Kun’s brief Bolshevik regime in Budapest, helped the KPJ attract 
34 and 39 percent, respectively, of the votes cast in the two cities’ 
municipal elections of 1920. The Communists also made their best 
showings in the Assembly elections in the cities and in less populous 
Macedonia and Montenegro, both favored as noted above with more 
districts for fewer people. In Montenegro and Macedonia alike, the 
KPJ won 38 percent of the total votes cast. Much of this vote, as with 
the 16 percent the Communists received in Dalmatia, was cast as a 
protest against rule from Belgrade, past or prospective. But the KPJ’s 
15 percent from Serbia came from the disaffected, often unemployed 
workers of Belgrade and interior towns. Almost immediately after the 
election, a coalition government of Radicals and Democrats passed the 
famous Obznana, or ban, on any sort of organized Communist activity. 
Although several leading Radicals and Democrats argued against the 
ban on Western legal principle, it stayed in place. In response the KPJ 
representatives walked out of the Constituent Assembly barely two weeks 
before the vote of ratification.” 


The 1921 consntution 


The vote on ratification is remembered as much for who did not vote 
as for who did. The Communists and the Croatian Peasant Party 
accounted for 110 of the 158 abstentions, and the Slovenian People’s 
Party (SLS) for another 27. Only 35 delegates were left to vote against 
the proposed constitution, 21 from the Serbian Agrarian Party and all 7 
of the Social Democrats. One independent opponent of the document 
was noteworthy, Ante Trumbic¢, the wartime champion of a Yugoslav 
state. That left the 176 votes of the two largest parties, the 89 Serb-led 
Democrats and the 87 Serbian Radicals, to dominate the total 223 
ballots cast for the constitution. The Democrats’ unanimous vote, let it 
be noted, included their 11 ethnic Croatian and 3 Slovene delegates, as 
well as several Macedonians and Montenegrins. The Radicals promised 
Muslim landlords compensation for holdings taken by the interim land 
reform, helping bring in the 23 votes of the Bosnian JMO and the 11 of 
the Kosovar Albanian Xemijet. They accounted for 34 of the remaining 
48 aye votes that enabled the constitution to pass by a simple majority, 
if not by the 60 percent agreed to in the Corfu Declaration. 


‘ 
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The strong Serbian position could be seen from the start of the 
constitutional process. The assembly quickly elected Nikola Pagic, now 
prime minister for the first time since the war’s end, as its tempoyary 
president on December 12, 1920. Following an initial meetings“ the 
assembly’s constitutional committee stood adjourned for mosy of the 
next two months while Pasi¢ and Pribicevic negotiated behind the scenes. 
Only on May 12, when the Radicals had already won the support of 
the two Muslim parties, did they submit their proposal to an initial 
ballot. The provisional adoption by 227 to 93 with 96 abstaining fore- 
cast the final result. But as brief as the open debate and as unitary as 
the constitution proved to be, the details of the process deserve greater 
attention than they usually receive. They mark the first, albeit unsuc- 
cessful, effort to work out the compromise between unitary and con- 
federal frameworks that would have been needed to preserve a Yugoslav 
state. 

The debate revolved around four specific issues: (1) the name of the 
state; (2) the recognition of religious freedom; (3) the need for a second 
legislative chamber; and (4) the nature of local administration. Serbia- 
and Bosnia-centered Radicals were able to rebuff the Democrats’ pre- 
ference for “Yugoslavia” and find allies in the other two ethnic groups 
for the “Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes” with its specific 
mention of all three. Perhaps strengthening the Radicals’ support on 
this issue was their readiness to grant the Orthodox church no special 
position, as it had been accorded in the Serbian constitution of 1903, 
and to stipulate equality and toleration for all recognized religions. The 
variety of proposals addressing the last two issues, however, revealed 
more fault lines than the one dividing Serbia and Croatia. 

The eminent American historian, Charles A. Beard, reviewed these 
proposals and concluded that despite occasional references to the United 
States, Switzerland, and Germany, none displayed a “firm grasp of the 
practical nature and operation of these three governments [or] ...a 
thorough knowledge of any existing federal systems.” According to 
Beard and the eminent Serbian legal scholar and historian, Slobodan 
Jovanovic, the proposal of Pasié’s rival, Stojan Proti¢, came closest to a 
federal compromise between unitary and confederal extremes.*! Under 
his plan, nine historical provinces would receive substantial autonomy 
under a governor-general with only supervisory powers over adminis- 
tration and legislation. A French-style state council and an English- 
style parliament, including an upper chamber, would have constituted 
the central government. Jovanovi¢ emphasized the need for a strong 
parliament to bind these provinces together, but he worried prophetic- 
ally that the creation of more than two or three federal units, which he 
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judged too few to avoid irreconcilable conflict, would be difficult for a 
Yugoslav state. 

The main Croatian proposal advocated a framework likened by Beard 
to the American Confederation of 1781-87. Six provinces, including 
the Vojvodina but leaving Macedonia and Kosovo to Serbia, would 
each have the right to veto any change in a constitution based on 
independent administrations and legislatures for the six. The monarch 
could appoint a principal governor who would replace the central 
government’s interior minister, then the much-resented Pribicevic, as 
countersigner of legislation. Both a strong provincial judiciary and a 
second central legislative chamber based on territory and local organ- 
izations, rather than population like the first, would complement these 
confederal rights. 

The principal Slovenian proposal for six provinces and a Dalmatian 
scheme for twelve granted the central government more residual powers, 
but also included second provincial chambers intended to strengthen 
local rights. These Slovenian chambers would have selected representa- 
tives from socio-economic organizations, including enterprise councils 
for certain industries, thus foreshadowing the second Yugoslavia and 
the provisions for workers’ self-management prominent in its last three 
constitutions. 

In the end, PaSi¢ and Pribicevic had the party votes and the Muslim 
allies to carry through a centralized constitution on the Serbian model 
of 1903. Their document in turn was based on French principles and 
the Belgian constitution of 1830. The interior ministry was to appoint 
police prefects for each of the thirty-three oblasti, or districts. Regional 
combinations of districts were forbidden. As a concession to the abstain- 
ing opposition, Pasié shifted Pribicevi¢é from the ministry of interior 
to the ministry of education. No second chamber was authorized, and 
judges were to be centrally appointed. Freedom of the press and religion 
were, however, generally affirmed, and the legislature could debate 
measures without government initiative.” Radi¢ proposed a separate 
constitution for a fully autonomous Croatian Republic on June 26 as 
a last gesture of defiance before the final vote. Pasi¢ set the vote sym- 
bolically for June 28, 1921, the celebrated anniversary of the Serbian 
defeat at Kosovo Polje in 1389. 

On that day, the first Yugoslavia came into being as the constitu- 
tional, parliamentary, and hereditary Kingdom of Serbs, Croats and 
Slovenes. The king’s powers in foreign affairs, appointments to the pro- 
posed high court, and final approval of legislation were considerable. 
Aleksandar was still regent at the time of the constitution’s ratification, 
but the aged King Petar died in August. Aleksandar was formally 
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crowned in Belgrade on November 6, 1921. The political leaders who 
had created or opposed the 1921 constitution and its electoral frame- 
work would set much of the new kingdom’s course over the rest, pf the 
decade, unul the king abrogated the constitution and dissolved a’ sitting 
parliament in 1929. f 


5 Parliamentary kingdom, 1921-1928 


Like the other states that emerged from the prewar empires after the 
First World War to become Eastern Europe, the new Kingdom of 
Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes did not enjoy the luxury of long decades to 
establish a central government and national identity. Barely twenty years 
lay at its disposal before the Second World War shattered this “first 
Yugoslavia.” The precarious interwar period did not produce political 
consensus or encourage economic cooperation anywhere in Europe, 
save possibly in the Scandinavian countries. The Yugoslav kingdom’s 
parliamentary framework at least promised representative government, 
but survived for less than a decade. Its definition and demise frame 
this chapter. New cultural connections, a disjointed economic recovery, 
and a daunting set of international relations also deserve emphasis. 
Three years of peacemaking and internal debate created a new state 
whose administration would have sorely tried any set of elected offi- 
cials. Border disputes and issues of minority nghts remained to be 
settled with all neighboring countries except Romania. Internally, the 
long-debated constitution had passed by a bare majority (see chapter 
4), if abstentions are counted with negative votes. The separate eco- 
nomies and legal systems of the former Habsburg lands had to be recon- 
ciled with the new center in Serbia, not always to Serbia’s advantage as 
it turned out. In the former Ottoman territories, Serbian authorities 
took full political advantage of the need to reestablish public order. The 
unification of the Orthodox, Catholic, and Muslim religious commun- 
ities from previously separate jurisdictions would also pose problems. 
There were, lest they be forgotten in the face of formidable problems, 
some initial strengths. In Belgrade the young King Aleksandar and a 
number of intellectuals drawn to the new capital from across the coun- 
try celebrated the South Slavs’ cultural affinities. These intellectuals, if 
not always the king as well, recognized the danger if the constitution’s 
postulate — that Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes were ethnically three tribes 
of one people — was seen as a formula for assimilation with Serbia. 
Their goal was the creation of a single state, not a single tribe. Towns 
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in the former Habsburg lands, particularly in Slovenia and Dalmatia, 
tended to support the idea of one Yugoslavia because it promised’ a 
large, integrated economy. The new state’s territorial integrity glso 
rebuffed existing claims on its component parts from Italy, Bulgaria, 
and Albania. 

The surviving European powers of Britain and France were not ini- 
tially concerned with Balkan security. The war had weakened them 
both, and their only common interest in the region appeared to be 
keeping Austria and Hungary too weak to reunite. They showed little 
inclination to support the Yugoslav kingdom as the obvious centerpiece 
of a new Southeast European order. Also absent throughout the 1920s 
was the revival of European trade and foreign lending, particularly to 
governments, to anything approaching prewar levels. As a result, the 
postwar recovery failed to reassure the various regions of a single Yugo- 
slay economy that they would be better off together than they had been 
apart before the First World War. 

This “first transition,” if we may compare it to the East European 
transition of the 1990s, labored under a major internal handicap as well. 
Rather than the multi-party system or the bourgeois-led parties typically 
blamed by Communist historians of the “second Yugoslavia,” the pre- 
dominance of prewar politicians posed the greater problem as elsewhere 
in interwar Europe. Here, they returned to lead regional Serb or Croat 
parties in the absence of younger men who might have favored country- 
wide, multi-ethnic parties had they survived the war. The leaders of the 
largest Serbian, Croatian, and Croatian Serb parties were also poorly 
suited to work together. Before the war, they had only confronted or 
dominated opponents, and their individual personalities were incredibly 
mismatched (see chapter 3). Nikola Pasi¢, Stjepan Radi¢, and Svetozar 
Pribicevic failed to build the kind of coalition governments that three 
parliamentary elections with no majority party demanded. Of the coali- 
tions that were formed, several tried to unite at least nwo of this trio, 
but each of them soon collapsed. Even Pasié’s death in 1926 did not 
relieve the parliamentary stalemate, and the assassination of Stjepan 
Radi¢ in the SkupStina itself two years later only made it worse. The king 
and his autocratic military advisors had already begun to step forward 
before taking full power in 1929. By then, some of the younger intellec- 
tuals who had gathered there after the war were deserting Belgrade. 


Prewar politicians, new parties, and the Vidovdan 
framework, 1921-1926 


A centralized administration with powerful ministries as the prizes fought 
over by badly divided parties within one legislative body and without 
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Table 5.1. Population by ethnicity and geographic area, 1921 
(in thousands) 


Population Percent of total 
Serb and Montenegrin 4,705 39 
Serbia proper 2,657 
Montenegro 199 
Croatian 2,889 23.9 
Croatia-Slavonia 3,360 
Slovene 1,024 8.5 
Slovenia 1,055 
Bosnian Muslim 760 6.3 
Bosnia-Hercegovina 1,890 
Macedonian 630 5.3 
German 512 4.3 
Albanian 484 4 
Hunganan 472 3.9 
Turkish, Romanian, and Italian 580 4.8 


Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, and Slovenes 11,985° 


* 1951 data, later revised to 12,545 per table 11.1 

Sources: Enciklopedia Fugoslavije, v, III (Zagreb: Jugoslavenski leksikografski 
zavod, 1983), 263; and Werner Markert, Fugoslawien (Cologne: Bohaul-Verlag, 
1954), 40. 


recourse to a second chamber or a constitutional court — this was the 
French prescription for parliamentary government that served the inter- 
war Third Republic badly and the first Yugoslavia worse. Executive 
centralization, even from all-powerful Paris, had discouraged legislative 
consensus. Belgrade was not Paris. France had no Zagreb. In the case 
of the new kingdom, moreover, the shape and substance of its executive 
branch made the parliament a court of last resort for Serbs and Croats, 
but not for the other ethnic groups that made up one-third of the 
population of 12 million (see table 5.1). That administrative framework 
is essential to understanding the parliamentary elections and coalitions 
that followed. 


Central government 


For some, Serbian dominance explains all the initial failings of the first 
Yugoslavia. This view assumes that the king and the army leadership 
worked closely and effectively with Nikola Pasi¢ and a united Radical 
Party to impose central control from Belgrade across the country. The 
royal and Radical forces, however, were often divided and sometimes 
ineffective. 
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King Aleksandar began his reign with good, if ill-formed intentions 
toward the creation of a state to which Croats and Slovenes could feel 
as loyal as Serbs and with an established antipathy toward Nikola Pasié 
(see chapter 4). On a 1916 visit to London, Aleksandar had beegf the 
first Serbian leader to use the phrase “our Yugoslav people” ip public 
and to identify them as the “three-named people” with the same tradi- 
tions and language. This formulation presumed the assimilation as Serbs 
or Yugoslavs of the Macedonian Slavs and Kosovar Albanians in what 
became South Serbia for the new kingdom. This was also the region of 
greatest concern to the new king. 

Whatever his own ideas and intentions, there were real limits on the 
king’s powers to influence the shape of the central government. He was 
still young, only thirty-three-years old in 1921, and unschooled in civil- 
ian government. His education had consisted of ten years of essentially 
military training in prewar Russia, and his long regency from 1914 to 
1921 was primarily concerned with military matters. A good political 
marriage to a daughter of the English-born Queen Marie of Romania 
and the birth of a son and heir in 1923 strengthened his solid position 
in public opinion. But his constitutional powers were effectively con- 
fined to foreign relations. He could not dissolve parliament on his own 
initiative and chose not to exercise the right to veto legislation, perhaps 
because too little of importance was ever passed into law, The High 
Court prescribed by the constitution would have allowed the king to 
nominate half of its members with parliamentary approval and pass 
judgment on the nomination of the other half. The SkupStina could not 
agree on its creation.' 

Leading officers from the former Serbian army also played a limited 
role in the early shaping of the new central government. To be sure, the 
king’s closest confidants were General Petar Zivkovi¢ and other mem- 
bers of the so-called White Hand who had sided with the regent against 
the Black Hand officers purged in the Salonika trial of 1917. The 
constitutional provision that barred them from open political activity 
was not the only constraint on their powers. They also faced the con- 
siderable task of reducing military forces from 400,000 in 1919 to 
200,000 by 1921, and then the obligation of absorbing some 2,500 
officers from the former Austro-Hungarian army and 500 from the 
Montenegrin army into an officer corps of only 6,000. (One way to 
maintain control of this enlarged corps was to increase the number of 
generals, so that by 1927 the total number of flag-rank officers, over 
80 percent of whom were Serbian, surpassed that of the French and 
Italian armies combined.) New equipment was badly needed, as French 
supplies from wartime stocks were no longer available.” 
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To make matters worse, the new army had tarnished its reputation 
in November 1921. General Zeéevic, the war minister, ordered 6,000 
recruits into maneuvers with no protection from a winter storm; 300 
died, and the minister’s refusal to accept responsibility cost him his 
influence, although not his job. In subsequent years, moreover, the 
army squandered the initial credit it had received from Muslims as well 
as local Serbs from Bosnia to Macedonia for suppressing postwar ban- 
ditry. Its heavy-handed role in support of local administrations staffed 
largely by Serbs and run entirely from the interior ministry in Belgrade, 
made their gendarmerie unpopular in these former Ottoman territories. 

The interior ministry’s power to appoint provincial prefects and county 
sub-prefects generated even more resentment against “Belgrade central- 
ism” throughout the new state, particularly in the non-Serb areas. The 
four Pasi¢-led Radical governments that ruled from 1921 until the 1923 
elections used the French framework that they had written into the 
constitution to take control of local government. His ministerial com- 
mission drew up the thirty-three district boundaries in haste, after end- 
less parliamentary debate exhausted the nine months allowed by the 
constitution, These ob/asti ranged in population from 100,000 to 800,000 
and each was subdivided into 4 to 24 counties, or srezovi. (The largely 
Serb Krajina had 24 counties despite its low population.) PaSi¢ enjoyed 
the king’s support for promoting ethnic or economic links that com- 
bined provincial populations on both sides of major rivers or divided 
towns between several counties, rather than observing the historical 
borders. In Kosovo this laudable purpose served only to attach Serb- 
populated areas to each of the four districts so that none had an Alba- 
nian majority. Croatia’s six, Slovenia’s two, and Bosnia-Hercegovina’s 
four districts were drawn within the historical boundaries of their terri- 
tory, but, for the latter, not one Bosnian Muslim or Croat was named 
by the ministry as prefect. All four were Serbs, as were all three in the 
Vojvodina, where the Hungarians and Germans combined outnumbered 
the Serbs. Only Slovenia escaped a disproportionate share of Serbian 
officials. 

The prefects were required to have fifteen years of previous govern- 
ment service and sub-prefects ten years, a qualification that favored can- 
didates from Serbia’s prewar bureaucracy. They soon commanded an 
army-appointed police force of some 20,000, calculated to be 60 per- 
cent Serb. The prefects and other employees pushed the proportion of 
state employees working for the interior ministry past 50 percent by 1927. 

Total state employment rose in turn to 172,000 by 1928, minus 
army enlistees. Charles Beard reckoned, as did British embassy reports, 
that this aggregate could have been efficiently reduced by one-third, 
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to bring the per capita total closer to its pre-1914 level.? The state’s 
notorious delay in paying for private services helped spread the practice 
of kickbacks and other corrupt arrangements to assure payment. Temp- 
tations within the ministries were also corrupting. At the top, min- 
isters needed only a single year of service to acquire a lifetimp pension 
and two years for a family pension. At the bottom lay the poorly paid 
employees of the provinces and counties who, according to the con- 
stitution, were to be accountable to elected local assemblies as well as 
to the interior ministry. But these assemblies were slow in coming. Only 
the still lower level for municipal government were elected from the 
start. Unsurprisingly, the Congress of Public Employees, when con- 
vened in Zagreb in 1922 by the PaSi¢ regime’s main adversaries, made 
Belgrade’s withdrawal from local government their principal demand. 


Pasié and Pribicevic 

Nothing that could be called a comprehensive program of legislation 
came from the ten cabinets headed by Nikola Pasi¢ between January 
1921 and April 1926. Prime minister for all but four months in 1924, 
he appointed fellow Radical Party members to the key posts of the 
interior, finance, and foreign affairs ministries. Yet the large number of 
cabinets reminds us that the Radicals were a minority party unable to 
form lasting coalitions. 

Both the party and its leader bore some responsibility. The Radicals 
made no appeal to non-Serbs and little to Serbs from outside Serbia or 
Bosnia. Their aged leadership and lack of a specific legislative program 
cost them support in Belgrade and other Serbian towns. Pasi¢ had always 
been an introverted personality and a close-mouthed politician since 
helping to found the party in 1881 (see chapter 3). First the Bosnian 
crisis of 1908 and then the Balkan and world war had allowed him to 
escape the experience of coalition politics. He could only see a series of 
opposition parties challenging his right to rule in what he considered a 
time of national emergency. PaSi¢ was seventy-five years old in 1921, 
and for whatever reason, he reportedly took any opposition to a party 
he no longer tightly controlled as a personal attack.’ 

The Radicals indeed faced sizeable opposition from other parties, 
most consistently from their principal Serban rival, the Democrats. Its 
founders had created the Democratic Party in Sarajevo in February 
1919 with high hopes of becoming a Yugoslav-wide party uniting 
Slovenian (if not Croatian) liberals with Serbs and Serbians opposed to 
the Pasi¢ regime. This new party won as many seats as the Radicals (92 
and 91) in the Constituent Assembly of 1920 (see chapter 4). Until the 
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Table 5.2. Parliamentary elections, 1920-1927 (number of seats won) 


Political party 1920 1923 1925 1927 


Democrats 92 51 37 61 
Independent Democrats (SDS) 21 22 
Radicals 91 108 143 112 
Communists (KPJ) 59 

Croatian Republican Peasant (HRSS) 50 70 67 61 
Agrarian Union 39 11 3 9 
Slovenian People’s Party (SLS) 27 24 21 21 
Yugoslay Muslim Organization (JMO) 24 18 15 17 
Social Democrats 10 1 
Germans 3 5 6 
Montenegrin Federalists 2 3 1 
Other 28 21 4 
Total mandates : 419 313 315 315 


Source: Enctklopedia Fugosiavije, v, II] (Zagreb: Jugoslavenski leksikografski zavod, 1983), 
269. 


first elections under the resulting Vidovdan constitution were held in 
1923, the Democrats repeatedly challenged their Radical partners in an 
uneasy coalition. Their leader, Ljuba Davidovic, was the competent 
but uncharismatic head of the Independent Radicals, the largest of the 
three parties from prewar Serbia to become Democrats. While the In- 
dependents had been strongest in urban Belgrade and more prosperous 
north of Serbia (see chapter 3), postwar Democrats won the majority 
of the votes that the Radicals lost in Montenegro, Macedonia, and 
the Vojvodina, as well as Serbia. The other votes lost there went to 
the Communists, who were not allowed to take their seats, and to the 
Agrarian Union. With leaders best described as agrarian socialists in 
the tradition of Svetozar Markovic, the Union represented peasants dis- 
satisfied with Radicals’ plans for land reform which had no provision 
for a new cooperative network. 

Both the Agrarian Union and the Democrats failed to hold their 
ground among Serbian voters in the initial election of 1923, despite 
their continued insistence on redistributing the property of Muslim 
landlords quickly and without compensation. Both paid a high price for 
their attempts to become parties representing the country as a whole. 
The Democrats dropped to 51 seats (from 92), losing all but one from 
Serbia in a parliament trimmed by a Radical initiative from 419 to 315 
members, while the Agrarians fell from 39 to 11 (see table 5.2). Unlike 
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the Democrats, the Agrarians would never recover. They kept a size- 
able constituency of Bosnian Serbs, but struggled vainly to reach an 
accommodation with Radi¢’s Croatian Peasant Party in Dalmatia and 
were plagued by internal dissension in Serbia. Overall, their disdaji of 
any nationalist orientation and preference for peasant candidates prorked 
against them. 

Crucial to the Democrats’ decline was the split with Svetozar 
Pribicevi¢, the main Serb leader in the Croatian-Serbian Coalition. After 
the war, he led his constituency into the Democrats’ camp, but only to 
champion a centralized regime that would secure the position of the 
Croatian and Bosnian Serbs. Without acknowledging the contradic- 
tion, Pribiéevié also applied his militant energies to enforcing the con- 
stitution’s questionable postulate that Serbs, Croats, and even Slovenes 
were one people that external forces had separated into tribes. Con- 
frontational (see chapter 3) and less able to tolerate opposition than 
any of the major political personalities, Pribicevic was ready to break 
with the Serbian Democrats as early as September 1922. He censured 
Davidovié for daring to attend the Zagreb conference of the Congress 
of Public Employees, even though Davidovi¢ had pointedly refused 
to join its discussion of a decentralizing revision of the Vidovdan 
constitution. 

Nikola Pa8i¢ seized on the Democrats’ divided opinion about con- 
stitutional revision to exclude them from his last pre-election cabinet. 
In their place, however, he could only find two Bosnian Muslims from 
the conservative, clerical faction which by then had been decisively 
defeated for the leadership of the new Yugoslav Muslim Organization 
(JMO). The Radicals’ failure to sustain an initial agreement with the 
winning faction reflected the difficulties that Pa3i¢ experienced in creat- 
ing lasting coalitions. 

The JMO was plainly a successor to the prewar Muslim National 
Organization. Yet it quickly became the representative of urban, com- 
mercial interests over those of Islamic clerics or rural landlords. The 
new leader of the JMO, Mehmed Spaho, was a Vienna-trained lawyer 
who had previously headed Sarajevo’s Chamber of Commerce. He and 
his younger, Yugoslav-oriented colleagues had tried to work with the 
Radicals to implement two agreements in 1921. Both promised a series 
of Muslim and Bosnian rights beyond the redemption payments to 
landlords. The Radicals had quickly agreed to those payments in return 
for votes in the constituent assembly. Spaho was appointed to two 
Pasi¢ cabinets, as minister of forestry and then minister of trade and 
industry, but resigned in February 1922 because the Key points of the 
agreements were not being honored. In addition Samouprava and other 
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Radical and nationalist newspapers in Belgrade berated the JMO as an 
organization based on the Koran and medieval feudalism.’ 

The Radicals searched for other non-Serb allies in Slovenia too, but 
without success during the PaSi¢é era. The small Slovenian Liberal Party, 
strong only in Ljubljana and a few other towns, had already committed 
itself as a founding member of the Democrats. The prewar Slovenian 
People’s Party (SLS) remained the largest by far, now led by a younger 
faction favoring the Christian Social ideals of Krek’s great cooperative 
network (see chapter 3). It was still a conservative clerical party, but 
Monsignor Anton Koroésec, the party head, had proposed a confederal, 
socially progressive alternative to the Vidovdan constitution in the 1920 
debate and persisted with these “autonomist” demands after it came 
into force.° He and his fellow clerics were particularly alarmed by the 
heavy-handed proposals of Pasi¢é’s education minister, none other than 
Svetozar Pribicéevié, to establish a single system of secular schools in 
place of existing religious networks, of which the Catholics had the 
largest. The SLS slipped only slightly in the 1923 elections, dropping 
just one seat with 56 percent of the vote, down from the 61 percent 
won in the 1920 vote in Slovenia. 

The absence of political allies undermined the Radicals’ victory in 
the 1924 elections (see table 5.2). So did the intimidation employed by 
the interior ministry’s local organizations to skew the vote, not only in 
Kosovo and Macedonia where balloting was rarely secret but also in 
the Vojvodina, Croatia, and Bosnia-Hercegovina. Vojvodina Hungarians 
could now vote, unlike in 1920, but abstained in the face of concerted 
harassment. In Croatia, Pribicevic fanned fears of Croatian domination 
among the rural Serb minority. The Belgrade-appointed police engaged 
in what a Serbian historian has called the worst violence in any of the 
three elections in the 1920s.’ Threats led to beatings; Croat houses 
were burned, blown up, or confiscated without punishment to the per- 
petrators. Word of a Croatian response in kind spread to Bosnia, prompt- 
ing the Serb plurality to mobilize against Muslim villages closer at hand 
than Croat ones — an eerie precedent for the sequence of events in 1941— 
42 and 1991-95 (see chapters 7 and 12). In March 1923, Radicals took 
108 seats of 313, but found only isolated support beyond Serbia. Pasi¢ 
was forced to seek a governing majority by uneasy alliances with his other 
major political rivals — first Svetozar Pribicevi¢ and then Stjepan Radic. 


Radié and Pasié 


The mercurial Radi¢ set the stage for both alliances. His Croatian 
Republican Peasant Party won seventy seats in the 1923 election with 
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37 percent of Croatia’s vote. This largely rural vote was achieved de- 
spite the violence and the PaSi¢ government’s use of the 1910 census, 
rather than that of 1921, thus allowing Serbia’s greater number of, war 
dead to count for proportional distribution. Radi¢ negotiated with the 
Slovenian SLS and the Bosnian Muslim JMO to form a Fedgral Bloc 
of 163 votes, if combined with the Davidovié Democrats, but failed 
to produce a working agreement. Meanwhile, Radié continued to chal- 
lenge the legitimacy of the state’s framework in a series of powerful, 
provocative speeches. 

From July 1923 until August of the next year, Radic delivered his 
pronouncements outside the country. When he gave a Bastille Day 
speech comparing the kingdom to that infamous French prison, he had 
to flee Zagreb for Hungary in the face of an arrest warrant. Radi¢ now 
embarked on his well-publicized travels from Vienna to London and 
Moscow. His conversations in London with the increasingly disiilu- 
sioned British champion of Yugoslavia, R. W. Seton-Watson, may have 
been more important to him, but his attendance at the Comintern’s 
Peasant International Congress in Moscow made the greater impact in 
Belgrade.* Radi¢’s mere presence there gave Pasi¢ the heaven-sent chance 
to charge Radi¢ with links to a Bolshevik regime that was anathema to 
London and Paris and, more importantly, to King Aleksandar. The first 
pamphlets now appeared, probably with official approval, but based on 
a proposal from political rival Stojan Protic, to suggest the “amputa- 
tion” of Croatia from the kingdom because Serbs “could not go on 
with the Croats.” 

These tensions brought Pasi¢é and Pribiéevi¢é together for the first of 
their two “P-P” regimes. From March to July 1924, a minority com- 
bination of some 120 Radical and Independent Democrat deputies, 
dubbed the National Bloc, managed to survive in the SkupStina, but 
only because PaSi¢ prevented recognition of the mandates of 60 HRSS 
deputies, who had come to Belgrade for the first time. 

Radi¢ returned from abroad shortly before Aleksandar asked the 
Democrats’ Ljuba Davidovi¢ to put together a broad coalition govern- 
ment in August 1924, The new cabinet included four Slovenes (SLS) 
and three Bosnian Muslims (JMO), with four more places reserved for 
the HRSS. But Radic offered the king little proof that he now favored 
a Briush-style monarchy for Yugoslavia rather than a Croatian peasant 
republic in a Balkan federation. (Radi¢ had proclaimed both views in 
different speeches.) Several new, anti-monarchical speeches by Radi¢ 
apparently prompted Aleksandar to dismiss the Davidovi¢ government. 
A second P-P regime was quick to pursue the attack on Radié person- 
ally, arresting him in a comic-opera scene in January 1925 as he hid 
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behind a wall in a relative’s apartment that doubled as his party’s 
bookstore.® 

The PaSic-Pribi¢evic National Bloc proved incapable of using Radi¢’s 
arrest and a series of other advantages, fair and unfair, to win a con- 
vincing victory in the second parliamentary elections that they quickly 
called for in February 1925. Their common platform was “fighting 
for the state,” with the Vidovdan constitution championed as the only 
alternative to disintegration. They tarred the Davidovi¢ Democrats with 
their association with the “Bolshevik secessionist,” Radic, The election 
was less violent than in 1923, but reportedly was more corrupt.” Still, 
heavy voting by 77 percent of those eligible gave the National Bloc 
just one-third of the ballots and a bare 160-seat majority of 315. The 
Albanians’ Xemijet Party was pushed aside in Kosovo, but only after 
the leader’s arrest and more police pressure had split the party. In 
Montenegro, however, the federalist “Greens” won more votes than the 
Radicals, signalling the reappearance of autonomous sentiment that the 
pro-Serbian “Whites” had been able to suppress after the First World 
War in favor of simply supporting the Radicals. Elsewhere the Radicals 
saw rival lists submitted by the dissident faction of Ljuba Jovanovié 
competing with their own for twenty-six seats. The British Embassy 
speculated that Pasic, now eighty years old, was losing control of the 
party. Worst of all for the National Bloc, Radié’s Peasant Party still 
won sixty-seven seats, only three less than in 1923.!! 

PaSic tried again to arrange the rejection of the HRSS mandates and 
to form another P-P cabinet, but was forced to make the least comfort- 
able alliance of his long career. The Radié-Radical, or “R-R” govern- 
ment of July 1925 seemed the only way out of the continuing impasse. 
Royal feelers put out earlier in the year to Radi¢, who was once again in 
prison, had revealed that the Croatian leader was ready, as he put it, 
“to turn his automobile around.” The unrelated impeachment of the 
interior minister, a Pribi¢evi¢ man who had imprisoned Radié¢ for his 
“Bolshevik connections,” created the occasion for his release. He now 
avowed his acceptance of the monarchy, the constitution, the army, 
and even military service. He removed the word “Republican” from the 
party’s name as a gesture of good will. The now-HSS mandates were 
approved, and four of its members received posts in the last Pasi¢ 
cabinet, 

So Stjepan Radi¢ came to Belgrade as minister of education, the post 
so long held by Pribi¢evi¢. Zagreb University professors dismissed 
under Pribi¢evic were reinstated, but others were removed for teaching 
Yugoslav rather than Croatian history. Radi¢ placed greater emphasis, 
however, on the importance of primary and vocational education. He 


140 Yugoslavia as History 


believed that the largely rural population would be better off if they 
did not know too much of city ways. Whether idealist or ideologue,: he 
overflowed with often contradictory proposals whose practical imple- 
mentation he had not worked out. His scattered approach eevee 
his educational reforms from making any sort of start. In Eebruary 
1926, another of his undiplomatic speeches implied that Pasic himself 
and other close associates were involved in the financial scandal fast 
gathering around the prime minister’s son Rade. Radi¢ also took the 
occasion to raise anew the demand for revising the constitution. 

By this time, however, Pasi¢ lacked the power to close off the corrup- 
tion inquiry as adroitly as he could have done in earlier years. Age 
and infirmity left too much authority in the hands of his ill-regarded 
entourage. Aleksandar refused to reappoint him after he prolonged the 
SkupStina’s Easter recess to play for time. There followed four short- 
lived Radical cabinets under the long-time minister of public works, 
Nikola Uzunovi¢. They kept Radi¢ and his HSS colleagues in place until 
year’s end. But the Uzunovié coalition could agree on little, bringing 
Pagi¢ to the palace on December 9 to ask the king’s authorization to 
return to power. The royai refusal left the aged leader speechless with fury, 
no doubt contributing to the stroke from which he died the next day. 

The two post-Pagic years began with a new opposition that united 
Radié and Pribi¢evi¢ and ended with Radic’s assassination. Before pro- 
ceeding to 1927-28, we need to stand back from the center rings of the 
Skup8tina and Belgrade ministries to look at the other concentric circles 
within and around the new state during the 1920s. Regional law sur- 
vived, but local government struggled to emerge, and a single, inte- 
grated economy was slow to develop. The only circles that encompassed 
the whole country came from a small Communist Party, a surprising 
set of cultural connections, and the threat of foreign intervention. None 
of the three separate sets of prewar religious jurisdictions that were now 
combined — six each for the Orthodox and Catholic churches and three 
for the Muslims — covered the country, nor was their final form decided 
until the 1930s. This complex of religious unifications and how they 
worked to widen political division, is left to chapter 6. 


Regional law and local government 


The power of the king and the Belgrade ministries to control the local 
administration of justice was real but limited everywhere except in 
Macedonia and Kosovo. The king’s authority to appoint and retire all 
judges remained in force through Aleksandar’s lifetime. By 1925 the 
ministry of justice could dismiss judges or overrule specific decisions, 
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as when a Zagreb court vacated political arrest warrants on its own 
authority. Serbs continued to be overrepresented in law enforcement, 
making up more than 60 percent of the officers, officials, and employees. 

The regional counterweights were still considerable. Six sets of pre- 
war legal codes including Serbia’s remained in force throughout the 
parliamentary period, despite a series of efforts to create a single crim- 
inal or civil code. The special ministry for the unification of laws ceased 
to function after it completed its work on how to administer the consti- 
tution. The Radicals put forward Serbia’s penal code as a model, but 
the Skupstina refused to approve its wider application. Croatia, Slovenia, 
Dalmatia, the Vojvodina, and Bosnia-Hercegovina continued to apply 
their versions of Habsburg law, and Montenegro its own legal code 
from King Nikola’s era. The number of Croat and Slovene judges was 
proportional to their ethnic populations, and Serbs only slightly more, 
supporting Lenard Cohen’s conclusion that at least until 1929 “a de 
facto legal federalism remained intact.”!* 

While federal features already existed in the judicial system, they 
would have to be created in the legislative branch of government. The 
Skupstina approved provincial assembly elections in Slovenia as early as 
1922 and, by extension, for the other former Habsburg lands as well. 
None took place until 1926 in Dalmatia, followed by Slovenia, Croatia, 
and the Vojvodina in 1927, and Bosnia-Hercegovina in 1928. Radical 
candidates supported by local Serbs prevailed only in the Vojvodina. 
The Croatian Peasant Party won control in Croatia and shared it with 
Ante Trumbi¢’s Federalists in Dalmatia. Mehmed Spaho’s Yugoslav 
Muslim Organization (JMO) took ail the major Bosnian towns, aided 
by an alliance with the HSS. Monsignor Korogec’s Slovenian People’s 
Party (SLS) won 82 of 115 seats in the two new Slovenian assemblies 
in the Ljubljana and Maribor provinces. 

For the Ljubljana assembly, the lack of state funds made it difficult 
to take any initiatives in 1927. The assembly needed commercial loans 
even to convene. But, by the following year, enough revenue had been 
collected, amid loud local complaint because of a levy on alcohol, to 
give the assembly a significant budget outside the control of the Belgrade- 
appointed prefect. Ljubljana was in the process of taking over health 
and other social services plus exploring other ways to become a “state 
within a state,” when the royal decree of January 1929 suspended the 
provincial assemblies, along with the constitution and the Skup%tina.”? 

Municipal elections to the smaller communal assemblies (opitine or, 
in Croatia, opcime) were also agencies for empowerment outside the 
control of the central government, sometimes even in Macedonia, if not 
Kosovo. The Democratic Party continued to win majorities in Bitola 
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and several other Macedonian towns under the Serbian municipal 
law in force there. A tradition of independent municipal elections had 
developed in Serbia before the war. Some 2,200 such elections were 
now held across Serbia and Montenegro in 1923 and 1926. The ming 
Radicals had been able to use their police powers and financial leverage 
to secure the 1923 elections to the Belgrade opstina for themsefves, but 
the Democrats defeated them in 1926.'* The interior minister could 
still suspend specific acts of a local assembly, a prerogative much re- 
sented by Zagreb and other Croatian municipalities whose Habsburg 
tradition as royal free towns did not permit such interference. There 
was, on the other hand, no way of stopping the Independent Workers’ 
Party, a surrogate for the inlegal Communists, from running candidates 
in these local elections. 


The Communist Party and the Macedonian question 


Historians in Tito’s Yugoslavia tended to exaggerate the role of the 
Yugoslav Communist Party (KPJ) during the 1920s, arguing that the 
KPJ missed opportunities for decisive influence only because of their 
“mistakes” and government repression. A new set of exaggerations now 
tempt post-Yugoslav historians. In Zagreb the KPJ leadership of the 
Serbian Sima Markovié is equated with pursuing Great Serbian goals; 
in Belgrade the Soviet Comintern’s encouragement of the KPJ to pro- 
mote the breakup of the first Yugoslavia has been backdated and has 
become primarily a connection to Croatian leaders, from Stjepan Radic 
to Josip Broz Tito. 

Three features seem more decisive in the failure of the only party 
other than the Democrats to try to win support throughout the country. 
First, there was the obvious lack of appeal to a peacetime populace, 
almost half of whom were peasant landowners and another 30 percent 
peasants aspiring to own their own land. For Serbs, the Agrarian Union 
provided a better base for peasant Radicalism. Industrial labor and 
artisans together made up barely 10 percent of the economically active 
population (see table 5.3). Second, the ban against open political activ- 
ity from 1920 on proved to be a serious liability. Third, Left and Right 
factions within the party struggled destructively for control. An assassi- 
nation by the Left made the ban permanent, which in turn attracted 
some of the KPJ leadership to Left advocates of a terronst alliance 
against the state. The trade union network remained in the hands of the 
Right. The Left quickly sank into the quicksand of Comintern meddling 
in the Macedonian question, while the Right failed to pull in many 
members or voters from the limited number of industrial workers. 
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Extremists made terrorism a hallmark of the dispute over Macedonia 
and cost King Aleksandar his life in 1934. For its part, the Communist 
Left felt frustrated after the Russian Revolution failed to spread else- 
where. The same sort of frustration led a young Bosnian Muslim mem- 
ber of the KPJ to assassinate the Democrat interior minister, Milorad 
Draskovic, in July 1921, DraSkovi¢ had just invalidated the ten seats 
out of forty-five that the Communists had won in the Belgrade opStina 
that March, compounding his denial of the KPJ victory the year before. 
In his often-cited “you or us” pronouncement to party leaders, he 
bluntly told them, “Communists cannot have the capital city’s govern- 
ment in their hands.” His assassination ironically closed off the par- 
liamentary debate on whether the December 1920 obzmana, or ban, on 
KPJ activity should be sustained and instead secured easy passage for 
the more permanent and prohibitive Law for the Protection of the 
State. 

The subsequent failure of Sima Markovic and the Belgrade party 
organization to create an effective base for illegal operations cannot be 
denied, Yet what more could they have done, pending a European 
Communist revolution, beyond carrying out more self-destructive acts 
of terrorism? The bombing of the Sofia cathedral in 1925 by the Bul- 
garian Communists’ Left, on the heels of the party’s disastrous 1923 
uprising, and the ensuing flight of party leaders stood as an object 
lesson. Markovic argued for creating a surrogate Independent Workers’ 
Party of Yugoslavia (NRPJ) that did indeed operate legally from Janu- 
ary 1923. He himself was sent to prison as a consequence of the 
assassination of Draskovi¢, and after his release later that year, he led 
his Right colleagues away from the Serbian notion of Serbs, Croats, 
and Slovenes as one people. From the start, moreover, Markovic had 
mercilessly criticized the PaSi¢ regimes for their Great Serbian policies 
toward Croatia and Macedonia. At the KPJ’s May 1923 conference, 
the Left opposition to Markovi¢ and his Belgrade organization still car- 
ried the day. They advocated an alliance with Croatian and Macedonian 
nationalists who rejected both electoral politics and any Yugoslav state. 
By February 1924, this Left mixture of Croats and Serbs moved into 
important positions in the front of the NRPJ as well as the KPJ. Mar- 
kovi¢é retained control of the secretary’s position in his Belgrade organ- 
ization, and the trade union movement. The stalemate persisted until 
1928 when Markovié and his Right allies were ousted.’” 

Macedonia rather than Croatta became the focus of the Communist 
Left’s ambiguous efforts to forge an alliance that would break away part 
of the new kingdom and perhaps destroy the royal regime. Radi¢ and 
his Croatian Peasant Party colleagues were approached, but he did not 
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respond, despite his 1924 Moscow trip, his membership in the Comintern’s 
Peasant International, and his series of pro-Soviet statements. Radic was, 
after all, an avowed pacifist and a believer in peasant smallholdings. 

Macedonia seemed more promising ground to the KPJ. A pe ae of 
the country-wide Communist vote in the constituent assembly,elections 
of 1920 came from Macedonia, attracting nearly one-half of the non- 
Muslim ballots cast there. But only 55 percent of those eligible had 
voted, with many Slav Macedonians abstaining because of a boycott 
organized by the Internal Macedonian Revolutionary Organization 
(VMRO). VMRO leaders could agree only on opposition to Serbian 
rule; they were otherwise divided between Federalists, who advocated 
Macedonian autonomy as a separate nationality in Yugoslavia or Bul- 
garia, and Supremists, who saw their mission as uniting Bulgaria’s 
Macedonian “tribe” with the single Bulgarian nation. The latter unsur- 
prisingly drew support from Sofia once they had joined the coup d’état 
that assassinated the Agrarian prime minister, Aleksandar Stamboliiski, 
and their nationalist allies had seized power in 1923. By then Comin- 
tern representatives were assiduously courting the VMRO factions. 
Contrary to later claims by Tito and other Communist leaders, the 
KP]J’s December 1923 conference failed to acknowledge the existence 
of a separate Macedonian nationality and subsequently ignored the 
Comintern’s 1924 Vienna Manifesto that did recognize a Macedonian 
nationality. What followed in and out of Macedonia was a bloody feud 
berween Federalists and Supremists. Two Communist attempts to 
found a United VMRO, one by the KPJ and one by the Comintern 
attracted few supporters.’* 

Sima Markovié and his supporters on the Communist Right were 
doomed not only by the nationalist initiatives of Left opposition but also 
by the failure of industrial workers, especially in their Serbian strong- 
hold, to join the trade union network or the NRPJ. The network never 
attracted more than 30,000 members after a promising start in 1920, 
when some 4 million work days were lost to strikes across the country. 
That figure dropped to less than 200,000 days by 1921 and fell even 
further after 1923, when legislation for workers’ insurance against ill- 
ness and accident, if not unemployment or disability, went into effect. 
Communist unions did not organize a majority of the strikes in the 
1920s. Most of their members came from small artisan shops, not the 
large, mostly state enterprises hit by strikes. Also, the concentration 
of party membership in Croatia, over 40 percent by the mid-1920s, 
foreshadowed the shift of the party’s center from Belgrade to Zagreb by 
the end of the decade. Just as Markovic was finally dislodged from his 
position as party secretary in 1928, the young head of the Croatian 
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leather and metal workers’ union, Josip Broz, made his presence first 
felt as a leader of the Left faction.” 


Cultural connections and economic disjunctures 


If the second Yugoslavia suffered cultural disjunctures against a prom- 
ising background of economic integration, the experience of the first 
Yugoslavia was roughly the reverse. Integrating the economies of former 
Habsburg and Ottoman lands with those of war-torn Serbia and tiny 
Montenegro posed more daunting problems than those faced by Tito’s 
Communists after the Second World War. Separate land, law, and 
tax regimes had to be reconciled, and transport networks and banking 
systems connected. Yet the 1920s were also a decade when cultural 
activities were relatively free of state supervision and could develop 
their institutions within civil society. Those currents favored a Yugoslav 
and a European identity as much as or more than separate ethnic 
identities. This was particularly true, and particularly important, for 
Belgrade. 


Belgrade and the search for a Yugoslav center 


The new capital was the largest city in the future Yugoslavia prior to 
the First World War, but only by a small margin over Zagreb (95,000 
versus 74,000). From 1920 to 1929, its population doubled from 112,000 
to 226,000, and made up more than 9 percent of the country’s urban 
total. Zagreb stayed close behind with 185,000. Belgrade’s public offi- 
cials and state-employed professionals accounted for over one-third of 
that total before the war and were still 30 percent in 1920. Their share 
dropped to 24 percent by 1929, while the commercial class rose to 
19 percent. A rich variety of immigrants from across the new state 
and Europe as well swelled the number of professionals, business class, 
and intellectuals. Newcomers from Dalmatia and the Vojvodina played 
prominent parts in modernizing business practices and stimulating the 
visual arts. Some of the 30,000 Russian emigrants fleeing the revolution 
contributed significantly to raising university and cultural standards, 
especially in opera, dance, and theater, to a European level. Such new- 
comers made professionals more independent of the state, and some of 
them, like the stars of the blossoming National Theater, became public 
personalities to rival political leaders.'* So did the stars of silent films, 
such as Charlie Chaplin and Rudolph Valentino. Hollywood films domin- 
ated the many new movie theaters and provided what a Belgrade news- 
paper already called by 1919 a kind of new religion. 
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5.1 Belgrade in the 1930s. View up the Terazije with the Hotel 
Moskva on the right 


Newspapers and publishing houses also flourished to an extent that 
put public opinion outside the control of the ruling Radical Party. The 
Radical daily, Vreme, wailed far behind the largely independent Politika 
in circulation numbers. Although it received some state funding in the 
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early postwar period, Politika went on to become one of the most 
profitable private enterprises in Belgrade. Among some fifty regularly 
published periodicals, several economic weeklies touted economic inte- 
gration from the perspective of European business rather than Serbian 
politics. The Srpski knjiZeuni glasnik (Serbian Literary Journal, see chap- 
ter 3) published more work by the preeminent Croatian writer of the 
decade, the left-wing Miroslav Krleza, than appeared in Zagreb. Other 
journals often published articles from Ljubljana in Slovenian without 
translation. Geca Kon, a Jewish immigrant from Zemun across the 
Sava river, was already printing cheap editions of translated European 
works. They made his book store the most famous in the city by the 
1930s, a notoriety that would cost him his life during the first days of 
the Nazi invasion in 1941." 

Central to the increasingly cosmopolitan cultural life were the cafés 
where authors and artists gathered almost nightly. Of some 700 in the 
city, the Moskva on the newly fashionable Terazija was probably the 
most noted. Its closing for two weeks of renovation in 1923 was report- 
edly a major ordeal for the literary elice. The most colorful and among 
the most talented of the Moskva regulars was the Dalmatian Croat 
poet Augustin (Tin) Ujevic¢, who spent the early 1920s in Belgrade’s 
bohemian circle. He came as an ardent Yugoslav but became increas- 
ingly disillusioned with any national or political identity. Sharing that 
same disillusion was the Vojvodina Serb poet, later a major novelist and 
controversial émigré, Milo$’ Crnjanski. The Serbianized Tsintsar play- 
wright, Branislay Nusic, had already emerged as a prominent public 
personality. His most performed work, Gospodja Ministarka (Mrs. Min- 
ister), satirized Belgrade’s official class mercilessly. Nugié also organ- 
ized the volunteer efforts that opened the remarkable Cvijeta Zuzorié 
Pavilion in 1927. Named for a sixteenth-century Dubrovnik patron of 
the arts, it functioned as a free performance center for art exhibits, 
concerts, and literary evenings unable to afford a hall. 

Women were increasingly accepted into this cultural milieu.” Al- 
though promised the right to vote in the 1920 constitution, they did not 
receive it. Otherwise favoring their independence in postwar Belgrade 
was the new social acceptability of single or divorced women. Mar- 
Tiages, quipped Nusi¢, were now shorter, “like skirts and haircuts.” The 
proportion of women at Belgrade University and other institutes of 
higher education doubled for 1922-28 to approach one-quarter. Their 
participation in the various arts grew as well, leaving aside literature 
and the still isolated if impressive figure of the poet and essayist, Isadora 
Sekuli¢ (see chapter 3). Women became an integral part of the café 
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culture. They were noticeably absent only from the soccer matches that 
brought mass attendances at sporting events, sometimes over 10,000, 
to Belgrade for the first time. } 

Belgrade’s connections with the other cultural and intellectual #€nters 
of the first Yugoslavia, Zagreb and Ljubljana, were considerably. Zagreb 
had its established university and an unequaled library, expressionist 
and folk art, and a variety of scholarly publications; Ljubljana its new 
university, architectural innovation in the city center, and a developing set 
of social sciences. A burgeoning cultural and intellectual rivairy between 
Belgrade and Zagreb did not bode well for the viability of the new 
state. Imagine nineteenth-century France with a major city to rival Paris. 
For the first Yugoslavia, a more positive sign was the bonding, interper- 
sonal and interregional, to the new state that occurred in Belgrade. Its 
mixture of immigrants and visitors from across the kingdom was unique. 

At the same time, similar debates on the desired nature of the new 
state took place in all three cities. Nova Europa, the journal originally 
founded during the war. by.Seton-Watson_co promote a postwar Yugo- 
slavia, led_ the fight in Zagreb. for_a genuine federation against_the 
“vulgar unitarism” of Pribicevi¢ and the confederalism (at best) of Radic. 
The same battle lines in Ljubljana found fewer supporters on the con- 
federal side. In Belgrade, perhaps the most respected intellectual leaders, 
theater critic Milan Grol and lawyer/historian Slobodan Jovanovic, the 
son of that first Serbian liberal, Vladimir Jovanovic (see chapter 2), 
were ready by 1922 to sacrifice unitarism in order to preserve a state 
whose survival they saw threatened more by the Serbian side than the 
Croatian. More broadly, the most recent American study of the Yugoslav 
idea looks at Belgrade in the 1920s and “is hard pressed to find major 
Serbian intellectuals or writers who showed a strong preference for a 
unitary culture, much less one based... on Serbian terms.””’ 

Set against this emerging civil] society and Yugoslav dialogue was the 
less positive role that the central government played in Belgrade’s post- 
war development. Interference by the ministries and bureaucratic delay 
frustrated the General Plan of 1923 for the badly needed renovation of 
the city center. Only the new SkupStina and a couple of government 
buildings were ever completed. Constant changes contributed to a cost- 
overrun that was projected to exceed the opStina government’s entire 
revenue for the decade. The lack of a cadastral survey and interfer- 
ence by ministerial property owners (Pasié included) combined with its 
enormous cost to sink the much debated plan. 

Meanwhile the city centers of Zagreb and Ljubljana took on a more 
contemporary European appearance, thanks to the readiness of their 
municipal governments to give a free hand to modernist architects. 
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Most prominent were two students of Vienna’s Otto Wagner, Viktor 
Kovacié and Joze Pleénik. Kovacié designed a number of buildings in 
Zagreb and trained students at the university’s new architectural fac- 
ulty. They promoted enough new construction to be called the Zagreb 
School by the 1930s. Pleénik was responsible for the graceful baroque 
bridges, embankments, and arcades that gave Ljubljana the most co- 
herent city center in the interwar kingdom. 

Belgrade’s university increased its faculties from three to five and its 
enrollment (primarily law students). German reparations and dona- 
tions from the American Carnegie Endowment funded construction of 
an impressive library and other facilities. Yet the university lacked the 
legislation to guarantee its independence. Enrollment in the primary 
schools controlled by the ministry of education declined during the 
1920s. 

Textbooks left over from the prewar period posed a greater problem 
for the future of the new state. Svetozar Pribi¢evic’s heavy-handed 
efforts to introduce new textbooks glorifying the monarchy and the idea 
of a single nationality with three tribes quickly failed. The resulting 
furor frustrated any compromise dunng the parliamentary period, so 
that schools continued to use prewar history and geography texts that 
slighted any common multi-ethnic heritage in Croatia, unless Habsburg- 
sponsored, and simply omitted it in Serbia.” 

A further problem arose in the search for a common literary canon. 
Here Belgrade’s Ministry of Education did intervene with school text- 
books that put regionally rather than ethnically identified selections 
from Serb, Croat, and Slovene writers together in a standardized Ser- 
bian format. More troubling was the emphasis, renewed from the pre- 
1914 period, on the poetry of the mid-nineteenth-century Montenegrin 
Bishop Petar Petrovi¢ Njegos. Selections from his epic Mountain Wreath 
were artfully chosen to show a Yugoslav orientation. Other passages 
calling for Orthodox revenge against native, now Yugoslav Muslims 
were omitted. His canonization as the premier Yugoslav writer cul- 
minated in the 1925 reburial of his body on Mount Lovéen, in a cer- 
emony attended by King Aleksandar and in a tomb designed by the 
renowned sculptor Ivan Mestrovi¢. A Croat by birth, he was perhaps 
the most resolute Yugoslav of the interwar cultural figures.” 


Land reform and colonization 


Centralized administration from the Belgrade ministries generally failed 
to provide Serbia with the economic advantages during the 1920s that 
adversaries assumed it was afforded, agriculture included.”* One major 
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exception was land reform. It favored Serbia because it was largely inap- 
plicable there. Serbia had few large holdings and none of the foreign- 
owned estates that its politicians had been promising to break yp in 
Macedonia since the Balkan wars. In 1917 the Pa’i¢ governmefit had 
promised 5 hectares (12.5 acres) to all volunteers who joine¢y the Ser- 
bian army. The Narodno vijece in Zagreb had given similar assurances 
in 1918 to the “Green Cadres,” primarily Croats from the disbanding 
Habsburg army who were taking over Slavonian estates on their own. 

The interim decree of February 1919 had ratified the end of share- 
cropping obligations (kmetsvo) and rents while promising to redistribute 
land from large holdings (see chapter 4; “large” was undefined in the 
former Habsburg and Ottoman lands). The state was to indemnify 
previous owners. But the actual indemnification and distribution took 
longer and offered less clear title than peasant recipients_anticipated. 
Meanwhile, beginning late in 1920, a Special Commission of the inte- 
rior ministry made limited awards of choice land in. Bosnia, Macedonia, 
Kosovo, and the Vojvodina to Serb war veterans from impoverished 
uplands like Hercegovina. These awards of land somehow forfeited by 
their former owners created resentment among the lowland populations. 
Thus, the land reform and these colonist migrations both had unin- 
tended political consequences. 

By the time it had finally run its course in the 1930s, the reform of 
1919-21 had redistributed about 10 percent of the country’s agncul- 
tural land, or 2.5 million hectares, and 20 percent of all arable land to 
one-quarter of the country’s 2 million peasant families and paid at least 
some indemnity to the 10,000-12,000 owners. Of these 518,000 fam- 
ilies who received land, only 43,500 were Serb or Montenegrin colonists 
or wartime volunteers. Although they generally received a bit more than 
the average dispensation of 5 hectares, they were not noticeably more 
prosperous and were often less so. 

Jozo Tomasevich, whose critical appraisal of its impact remains the 
most comprehensive, calls the reform a political and socio-economic 
necessity in Bosnia, Macedonia, and Kosovo.” The semi-feudal, share- 
cropping regimes of the Bosnian Muslim, Turkish, and Albanian land- 
lords over largely Serb tenants were neither efficient nor politically 
sustainable, given their wartime opposition to the new state. At least 
the former Bosnian Muslim officials, or aga, who owned large proper- 
ties, had promptly received half of the 255 million dinar indemnity 
offered for their political support in ratifying the 1921 constitution. The 
rest of their payment and all of that paid to the more numerous share- 
cropping landlords (beg) came from state bonds, which were not even 
issued until 1929. Landlords in Macedonia and the Sandzak of Novi 
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Pazar finally received cash payments in the 1930s. Most of the 10,300 
colonist families, half Serb and half Montenegrin, also received an 
average of 7 to 8 hectares of fertile Macedonian land at that late 
date. Despite receiving no further state assistance, the Macedonian 
colonists were generally successful. Their Bosnian counterparts, nearly 
7,000 immigrant families, had arrived earlier during the 1920s, but 
made much less headway. Their more upland, largely forested holdings 
amounted to only 3.5 percent of the total redistribution in Bosnia- 
Hercegovina. The bulk of the Bosnian total went to 113,000 former 
kmet families, who were mainly Serbs. These transfers plus those given 
under the land reform to a Serb plurality of 42 percent in the province’s 
interwar population lie behind the Bosnian Serbs’ recent claim to have 
owned 64 percent of private Bosnian land (the 1991 census recorded 
41 percent, or 19 percent of all land). 

Still more portentous politically was the work of the Belgrade govern- 
ment’s Special Commission during the 1920s. It brought Montenegrin 
and Serb families from Croatia and Hercegovina to Kosovo to settle on 
land supposedly abandoned by Turkish or Albanian owners. The Com- 
mission paid a small amount of compensation to a few of the 40,000- 
80,000 who emigrated. In their place, boosted by a second wave in the 
1930s, came some 12,000 families of Serb colonists, totalling 60,000 
people. They often struggled to survive economically and quickly became 
active in political campaigns against any revival of Albanian influence.” 

On the northern grain-growing plains where the estates had been 
large, consolidated farms operating close to European standards before 
the war, colonization by landless peasants from food-poor areas to the 
south should not have been expected to work well. And in the Vojvodina, 
the one such territory where there was significant colonization, it did 
not, Hungarian land was distributed to 12,000 families invited to colon- 
ize and to another 5,000 uninvited. Poor yields and the lack of assist- 
ance from Radical regimes that they initially supported drove many 
of these colonists into political opposition by the 1930s. Meanwhile, 
tens of thousands of landless peasants still struggled to survive in the 
Vojvodina, three-quarters of them Hungarian. 

The economic balance sheet for the reform, all the same, was surpris- 
ingly good by the end of the 1920s.?”? The SkupStina had belatedly 
given the peasants clear title to their new land, and hence the right to 
mortgage it to buy badly needed equipment. Even before then, the 
smallholdings that replaced large estates in Croatia and Slavonia do not 
seem inefficient if judged by the record of crop yields for the major 
grains. By 1931 holdings under 5 hectares (12.5 acres) in Croatia- 
Slavonia covered precisely 75 percent of agricultural land versus 
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62 percent for Serbia. And precisely in Croatia-Slavonia, yields dipped 
slightly below the 1909-13 average during 1921-23 and then signific- 
antly increased by 1928-30, There, and even more in Slovenia, a nepwork 
of agricultural cooperatives helped make up for the lack of saetiae 
credit or the absence of the national Agricultural Bank that was finally 
established in 1929. Cooperative savings deposits and imports of 
modem agricultural machinery rose, supported by a labor supply less 
depleted by wartime losses than Serbia’s and by proximity to the Aus- 
trian and Czech markets. Serbia saved its prewar market for prune 
export, but otherwise found the Vojvodina a difficult competitor even 
in its domestic market. 


Industry, finance, and economic policy 


Serbia, and Belgrade in particular, also lost ground in industrialization 
relative to Croatia. Zagreb got off to a fast start (see chapter 4) because 
of the demand and capital flowing from Austria and Hungary in the 
immediate postwar period. It now became the largest single industrial 
and import center in the new state. By 1923 the city accounted for 
6 percent of total industrial employment and 45 percent in Croatia. 
Zagreb’s advantage over Belgrade in industrial horsepower was particu- 
larly striking, 22.5 versus 5.4 percent of the country’s total. Such indus- 
trial growth, primarily in timber and metal processing, helped relieve 
the loss of employment and income when Zagreb ceased to be the 
center of provincial government. Sarajevo and Skopje suffered this same 
loss after the war, but did not get the industrial growth to compensate 
for it. New competition from Croatian manufactures also trimmed the 
artisan sectors of both cities.” 

The capital and entrepreneurship for this Croatian advance was largely 
homegrown, but several thousand Czech and Austrian businessmen 
also arrived in place of the Hungarian officials who departed. They 
provided valuable business experience, particularly in the complexities 
of postwar foreign trade. The Zagreb opcina did not wait for the parlia- 
ment in Belgrade to pass a law for industrial encouragement (which did 
not happen until 1934) and granted its own set of exemptions from 
import duties and taxes for industrial inputs. But the major source of 
support for Croatian industry was Zagreb’s large commercial banks. 
After the initial postwar boom, they continued to attract foreign capital 
(some 40 percent of their assets were Austrian and 20 percent Hungar- 
ian). They channelled it and their own deposits into long-term credits 
or investment in industrial enterprises. The Prva Hrvastka Stedionica, 
for instance, made more long-term loans to industry than the National 
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Table 5.3. Occupational structure, 1921 and 1931 


1921 1931 
—.——-  ———_ Growth 
{in thousands) (%) {in thousands) (%) in % 


Agriculture, livestock, and 


fishing 4,840 81.1 5,099 76.3 -4.8 
Industry and crafts 509 8.5 717 10.7.) 2.2 
Trade, credit, and transport 190 3.2 272 4.1 09 
Public services, army, and 

free professions 228 3.8 306 46 08 
Other 202 3.4 289 4.3 0.9 
Total 5,969 100 = 6,683 100 


Sources: Enctklopedia Fugoslavije, v, II (Zagreb: Jugoslavenski leksikogravfski zavod, 1983), 
349, 


Bank in Belgrade, which was set up for commercial lending as well as 
being a central bank. The principal Belgrade banks abandoned their 
prewar entrepreneunal ways and concentrated on short-term bills of 
exchange supported by discounting from the National Bank. As a re- 
sult, the large Zagreb banks now held larger assets than their Belgrade 
counterparts, reversing their prewar position and by 1928 accounted 
for fully one-half of bank assets in Yugoslavia.” 

We should not make too much of Yugoslav industrial growth during 
the 1920s. Table 5.3 reveals an occupational structure still missing the 
significant shift of labor from agriculture to industry necessary for growth 
to become development. The Radical regime’s economic policy con- 
centrated on tariff protection for domestic manufactures and currency 
stabilization to attract foreign loans of the sort so generously accorded 
to the independent Balkan states before the war. Neither effort was very 
successful. The 1927 tariff set modest rates by interwar East Euro- 
pean standards. As elsewhere, they boosted textile production, but left 
flour and other agricultural processing operating well short of capacity. 
The German-trained and British-connected finance minister, Milan 
Stojadinovic, imposed a rigorous one-third reduction in real per capita 
note issue on the National Bank from 1924 to 1926 in order to stabilize 
the dinar, probably overvalued at 125 to the dollar. He claimed that 
this cut plus new tand taxes would reduce the state’s budget deficit and 
the burden of prewar debt, thus opening the way to new loans that the 
overvalued dinar would help to attract. Few new loans came, as we 
shall see, and the deflationary impact of the stabilization cut commercial 
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credit and tax revenue, particularly from agriculture during the bad 
harvest and price slump of 1926.*° 
State budget expenditures nonetheless continued to climb for 1926-30 
to twice Serbia’s real per capita level of 1911. Their distribution djd little 
for the economy, however. The rail network, for instance, badJy needed 
new construction to link east with west and Bosnia with the Adriatic 
coast. By 1930 fewer than 500 miles had been added to the 6,000 miles 
of track that existed before the war; half of these new lines were in 
Serbia and the Vojvodina, and barely 10 percent in Bosnia-Hercegovina. 


Hostile neighbors and distant allies 


Foreign trade grew enough during the 1920s to become the most posi- 
tive feature in parliamentary Yugoslavia’s relations with the seven 
neighboring states. The new kingdom recorded the highest rise in real 
per capita exports of any Balkan economy during the decade. Their 
value for 1921-25 climbed to 129 and to 161 for 1926-30, if Serbia’s 
1906-10 figure is taken as 100. Their variety of exported goods was 
also the greatest, as the value of cereal grains predominant elsewhere 
fell to just 17 percent. More to the present point, Italy was the new 
state’s largest market, absorbing just over one-quarter of Yugoslav ex- 
ports for 1921-30. A large export surplus with Italy and a small one 
with Southeastern Europe and Turkey trimmed down what would other- 
wise have been a huge trade deficit because of unfavorable balances 
with the rest of Europe. Austria and Hungary along with Czechoslova- 
kia and Poland accounted for 45 percent of import value, versus 
25 percent for Germany and Northwestern Europe. 

Parliamentary Yugoslavia did not enjoy correspondingly good polit- 
ical relations with any of its neighbors by the late 1920s, despite initial 
improvement during the. period 1922-26. Italy posed the most persist- 
ent and threatening problems. Border or minority disputes with other 
neighbors further aggravated relations with Italy, particularly after Mus- 
solini’s Fascist regime brought Albania into a close, dependent relation- 
ship. Neither France nor Britain, although Serbia’s allies in the recent 
war, were willing to commit their full weight to the Yugoslav side for 
fear of disrupting their own relations with Italy or losing leverage in 
prolonged negotiations over Serbia’s wartime and prewar debts. Germany 
played a benign but distant role. So did the United States, despite the 
promise of the 1923 Blair loan that was to have raised $100 million for 
rail construction from Zagreb and other inland locations to the Adriatic. 

Hanging over American, British, and French relations with the new 
state was the same problem that bedeviled the other winners in the 
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First World War: how to repay wartime loans from larger, Western 
allies whose postwar capital markets were ill-disposed or unable to 
resume lending prewar amounts on prewar terms? The American Blair 
loan was a case in point. Until Serbia’s wartime obligation could be 
negotiated down to $62 million and officially settled in 1926, the New 
York capital market held back a second Blair installment of $45 million 
{the first amounted to only $15 million}. Agreement on Britain’s war- 
time lending was finally reached in 1927 and on France’s sizeable 
prewar loans the following year. In the meantime, the new state had 
been forced to stabilize its currency without benefit of a League of 
Nations loan. A few small private loans added only 3 percent to the real 
value of Serbia’s prewar debt by the end of the decade.” 

The regional diplomacy of Britain and France during the 1920s con- 
centrated on preventing the reemergence of the Habsburg monarchy. 
For this reason, French policy came to support the Little Entente 
between Yugoslavia, Czechoslovakia, and Romania, Still counting on a 
close connection with Poland, the Quai d’Orsay had initially opposed 
this set of bilateral alliances created by Czech initiative in 1920. Some 
discussion of a Franco-Yugoslavy military alliance with arms credits 
from France surfaced in 1922, but came to nothing. By 1924 the Paii¢ 
government concluded that the Entente agreement had only tied Yugo- 
slavia to French or Czech priorities with no immediate prospect for the 
explicit treaty with France expected as a reward. When that treaty 
finaily materialized late in 1927, it yielded only a vague military proto- 
col, modest deliveries of obsolete arms, and condemnation from Lon- 
don as a “retrograde step.”*° 

By the mid-1920s, Belgrade’s relations with Austria and Hungary 
improved despite disputes over reparations and minority rights. The 
Slovene-backed claim to two zones in Austrian Carinthia had foundered 
by 1921 (see chapter 4). In violation of the League’s agreement on 
minority rights that Yugoslavia finally signed in 1922, Austrian officials 
and teachers in Slovenia were dismissed, as were their Slovenian coun- 
terparts in Carinthia. The SLS leader, Monsignor Koroéec, attempted to 
pursue the issue with the Austrian prime minister, Ignaz Seipel, in 1927, 
but Pasic’s foreign minister, Mom¢ilo Ninci¢, had already turned away 
from the Slovenian case. Ninci¢ also moved to establish correct, formal 
relations with Admiral Horthy’s Hungary, once Yugoslav army troops 
were withdrawn from the Pécs region by 1921. By 1926 it appeared that 
the two states were ready to sign an agreement ending the long dispute 
over Hungarian reparations with the promise of some coal deliveries. 

The friendless Hungarian government accepted this improvement 
despite the lack of political representation for more than 400,000 
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Hungarians in the Vojvodina. As already noted, Hungarians had been 
denied the right to participate in the postwar land reform and the right 
to vote in the 1920 elections for the constituent assembly. The, local 
Serb plurality of more than one-half million plus the 70,000 Cpéats or 
one-time Catholic Serbs, called bunjevei, collaborated with thy Belgrade 
ministries to control local government in the three provinces and their 
counties until the local elections of 1927 offered some Hungarian 
representation. That year’s parliamentary elections also saw the first 
Hungarian representatives actually seated.* 

Until 1927 the new state’s relations with Bulgaria were not as bad as 
might have been expected nor relations with Greece as good. The 
cloud of Bulgaria’s irredentist claim to Macedonia, frustrated by Serbia 
in the First Balkan War of 1912 and again in the postwar settlement, 
hung low over Yugoslav-Bulgarian relations throughout the interwar 
period. The 220,000 refugees from Macedonia and Thrace that streamed 
into Bulgaria in 1918 provided manpower for both the autonomist and 
supremist factions of the VMRO. As we have already seen, however, 
internecine warfare would cut into each side’s strength. The Agrarian 
prime minister, Aleksandar Stamboliiski, had agreed to reduce border 
raids and accept Yugoslav sovereignty over “South Serbia,” culminat- 
ing in the joint Treaty of Ni§ signed in 1923. The prominent VMRO 
role in assassinating him shortly thereafter, precisely because of that 
signature, has typically been seen as ending these improved relations 
on the spot.** In fact they persisted through 1926. The Pasié regimes 
valued them as a way of preventing any Bulgarian alliance with Italy. 
There was also a brief effort in December 1924 to win visiting Bulgar- 
ian Prime Minister Aleksandar Tsankov over to a new anti-Bolshevik 
front. The Pasi¢-Pribicevi¢ regime was already touting the Bolshevik 
threat as a justification to Britain and France for keeping Radi¢’s Peas- 
ant Party banned. Of greater importance to the persisting truce in 
relations with Bulgaria was the prolonged dispute with Greece over 
access to the port of Salonika. 

The new Yugoslav state renewed the Serbian demand of the First 
World War for control of the old Oriental Railway line from its south- 
ern border to Salonika and for a free port there. By 1923 a Belgrade 
syndicate had purchased the requisite rights to that line from the re- 
mains of the original French company. Greek authorities refused to 
man the railway with anyone but Greek employees and stalled over 
granting the Yugoslav side a free port. They even resisted a request to 
stop calling the Slay Macedonian population of Greek Macedonia “Bul- 
garians.” By 1924 the Belgrade government threatened to renounce 
the 1913 treaty of alliance with Greece. A compromise agreement in 
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1926 apparently resolved the dispute, but it quickly reemerged when the 
Greek government of General Pangalos that had negotiated it was over- 
thrown. On the Greek side, final resolution had to await Eleutherios 
Venizelos’ return to power in 1927; French diplomats thereupon pressed 
King Aleksandar to sign an agreement with Greece in return for resolu- 
tion of Serbia’s considerable prewar debt to France.** 

The troubled Yugoslav relationship with Albania moved in tandem 
with Italian involvement in the small state. Albania was surrounded by 
the new kingdom and Greece, but lay less than 50 nautical miles from 
the Italian mainland. Secret agreements at the Paris Peace Conference 
in 1919 had promised all three neighbors some Albanian territory, and 
all three had troops on that territory. But once local Albanians expelled 
Italian troops in June 1920, subsequent Italian governments abandoned 
their readiness to share influence there. The PaSic government also con- 
tinued its policy of intervention. In 1921 a group of Albanian Catholics 
in the northwestern Midrits area attempted to set up a border republic 
with Yugoslav backing, but Muslim Albanians with Italian support 
quickly put it down. 

Internationally recognized by the end of 1921, the Albanian govern- 
ment found the Pasié regime still unwilling to recognize its border 
roughly as the Great Powers had fixed it in 1913. Tirana also con- 
tributed to the ongoing dispute with the Yugoslav state by support- 
ing a Committee for the National Liberation of Kosovo that Albanian 
refugees from the province founded in 1918. Several of its members 
became ministers in the Albanian governments of the next few years. 
Belgrade held them accountable for the continuing violence by kachak 
bands raiding across the border into Kosovo. This set the stage for the 
decision of the Pasi¢ regime to back the Committee of Kosovo’s staunch- 
est foe, the warlord interior minister, Ahmed Zogu, from 1923 forward. 
When his opponent in the 1923 parliamentary elections, Fan Noli, took 
power early the next year with support from peasants demanding land 
reform, Zogu fled across the border. By year’s end, however, he re- 
turned with Albanian conscripts from the Yugoslav army and White 
Russian mercenaries to overthrow the Noli government. His agents set 
about liquidating the leaders of the Committee of Kosovo, and the 
kachak raids into Kosovo ended shortly thereafter.” In 1926 the last 
Pagi¢ government signed an agreement with Zogu, finally recognizing 
the 1913 border. All might have been well between the two states if the 
Italian government had now kept its distance. 

The year 1926 nonetheless marked the end of the truce in the Yugoslav- 
Italian antagonism that surprisingly had begun with Mussolini’s rise to 
power, Not long after a 1922 speech in which he appeared to respond 
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to pleas for Dalmazia italiana, he silenced the Fascists of Fiume (Rijeka) 
and accepted the conventions of the 1920 Treaty of Rapallo with Yugo- 
slavia. In 1923 he initiated direct negotiations with the Pasic regime to 
trade Italian annexation of Fiume for the incorporation of th€ rest of 
the Free State’s territory into Yugoslavia. These negotiations’proceeded 
successfully through the summer’s crisis with Greece over Italian bom- 


bardment and invasion of Corfu. The Rome treaty of January_1924 not 


only settled the Fiume issue but included a five-year friendship agree- 
ment. When Stjepan Radic objected to any agreement without some 
softening of the Italianization under way against Croats in Istria, Mus- 
solini replied simply, “I stick to the Serbs,” meaning the Belgrade 
government.”® 

By 1926, however, he had changed his mind about both the Serbs 
and his conciliatory policy toward Yugoslavia. That year, the last Pasi¢ 
regime failed again to secure parliamentary ratification of the complex 
commercial agreement with Italy called the Nettuno Conventions. Gen- 
erally favorable to Italian interests, they had been signed in July 1925, 
just as Radi¢ and his Croatian representatives joined the government. 
Radi¢é took the lead in organizing Croatian and Slovenian resistance 
into a campaign against Italy. Foreign Minister Nincic failed to over- 
come their opposition after Mussolini rejected a tripartite alliance with 
France and Yugoslavia in February 1926. In addition, the Italian dicta- 
tor proclaimed 1926 his anno napoleonico. Anmed Zogu met the revived 
taste for Italian expansionism more than half way. As early as 1925, he 
confounded his Belgrade backers by sounding out chances for the supe- 
rior diplomatic and financial support that Italy could provide. Here 
was an offer that Mussolini could no longer refuse. The comprehensive 
Italian—Albanian Treaty of Tirana in November 1926 prompted Ninci¢ 
to resign in protest. The next year would be the most dangerous one of 
the decade for Yugoslav-Italian relations. 


Fatal intersections, 1927-1928 


The rapid deterioration of the first Yugoslavia’s relations with Italy 
and other neighbors in 1927 fed internal tensions and divisions. Together 
they created the parliamentary confrontation and violence of 1928 that 
persuaded King Aleksandar to suspend the SkupStina and the Vidovdan 
constitution on January 6, 1929. Neither the much delayed alliance 
with France nor the economic uptum following the dinar’s stabilization 
came in time to head off these fatal intersections. The largely rural 
electorate that went to the polls in the last parliamentary election in 
September 1927 was still suffering from the austere domestic policies 
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Table 5.4. Ethnic voting by party, 1923 and 1927 


1923 election 


Serbs Croats Slovenes Others’ Total 

Radicals 103 5 108 
Croatian Republican Peasant 

Party (HRSS) 68 1 69 
Democrats 33 33 
Yugoslavs (Slovenian People’s 

Party (SLS) and Bunjevci) 1 21 2 24 
Yugoslav Muslim 

Organizacon (JMO) 17 1 18 
Independent Democrats (SDS) 10, 4 1 15 
Dyemijet (Albanians) ay 12 14 
Germans 8 8 
Undeclared if 3 10 
Total 155 93 22 29 299 

1927 election 
Serbs Croats Slovenes Others’ Total 

Radicals 102 2 8 112 
Croatian Peasant Party (HSS) 2 59 61 
Democrats 56 2 3 61 
Independent Democrats (SDS) 13 5 4 22 
Slovenian People’s Party (SLS) 1 20 21 
Agrarian Union 9 9 
Yugoslav Muslim 

Organization (JMO) 1 11 6 18 
Germans 6 6 
Small groups 2 1 3 
Total 183 82 25 23 313 


“Includes undeclared Germans, Albanians, Turks, and Romanians. 

‘Includes undeclared Germans, Hungarians, Albanians, and Turks. 

Source: Branislav Gligorijevic, Parlament i politicke stranke Jugoslavye, 1919-1929 (Bel- 
grade: Narodna knjiga, 1979), 293-94. 


and the bad harvests of the previous year. Serbia’s Radical Party 
and the Croatian Peasant Party both lost votes. While the Zagreb élite 
worried about economic competition from Italy, their Belgrade coun- 
terparts were more concerned about the political threat of a hostile 
Italy gathering all of the new state’s neighbors into an alliance against 
it. Ethnic groups voted for ethnic parties in 1927 parliamentary elections 
as much as they had in the first one in 1923 (see table 5.4). The 
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Democrats’ early promise to become a Yugosiav Party that would repres- 
ent at least Croats and Slovenes as well as Serbs remained unfulfilled. 
f 
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It fell to the country’s two most contentious politicians to try to navig- 
ate through these rough constitutional waters. The increasingly divided 
Radical Party gave way to an opposition that brought together the last 
and most unlikely combination among the three preeminent politi- 
cians of the decade, Stjepan Radi¢ and Svetozar Pribicevic. After 
the king’s refusal to let Nikola Pasi¢ form new cabinets in April and 
December 1926, the Radicals’ inconspicuous minister of public works, 
Nikola Uzunovicé, headed a succession of six weak governments. Al- 
ready excluded from the second of these cabinets, Radic left three of his 
colleagues in their positions untit December. With their withdrawal, the 
Croatian Peasant Party ended its brief participation in the Belgrade 
government. During his stay in the city, however, the voluble, cosmo- 
politan Radié developed the best personal relations with Aleksandar of 
any party leader, markedly better than those of the taciturn Pasi¢. 

The September elections did not produce a mandate for any of these 
increasingly divided parties. Mainly because of a decline in Croatia, 
overall voter participation fell to 69 percent of eligible voters, down 
from 77 percent in 1925. The post-Pasi¢ Radicals split into three fac- 
tions, leading to separate lists of candidates in Serbia and part of Bosnia 
and cutting their representation from 143 to 112 seats. The Democrats 
stepped into the breach, boosting their representation from 37 to 61, 
but were themselves now divided. Radi¢’s HSS Party lost 6 of its previ- 
ous 67 seats, as support fell off in Zagreb and other towns. Pribicevi¢’s 
SDS barely held its ground with the same 22 seats. In Montenegro its 
federalist allies lost 2 of the 3 seats they held, one to the strident 
Serbian nationalist, PuniSa Raci¢. The results were too inconclusive 
even to provide the basis for rearranging the interim cabinet that had 
adjourned to await the outcome of the elections. Radi¢ and Pribicevic, 
until then the bitterest of personal adversaries, stepped into the breach 
and agreed in October to form an opposition coalition of their two 
parties, calling it a Democratic Bloc, 

The new coalition succeeded only in forcing a weak minority govern- 
ment to resign in February 1928, with calls for a “concentration cabi- 
net,” representing all major parties, to take its place. Aleksandar exerted 
his rising influence to defy the fading Radical establishment and to 
ask Radi¢ himself to form this government. Despite his recent assertion 
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that he now considered Serbs and Croats, at least in Croatia, to be one 
people, Radic was unable to persuade any of the Radical factions to 
join. Both he and Pribicevié then proposed a non-party government 
headed by an army general. King Aleksandar declined, reluctantly turn- 
ing back a cabinet that included Slovenian SLS leader Monsignor 
KoroSec as well as the JMO’s Spaho. 


Death and dissolution 


Radi¢ made his ill-fated return to the SkupStina in June 1928. What 
followed is often portrayed as proof of how the Serb—Croat antagonism 
made a parliamentary government under majority rule with a loyal 
opposition impossible. Such a conclusion overlooks not only the per- 
sonal inability of Stjepan Radié or Svetozar Pribi¢evié to be any major- 
ity’s loyal opposition, but also the absence of a working majority even 
for the Radical Party. It also overlooks the issue that triggered the 
violent and fatal debate in the SkupStina on June 19-20. 

That issue was the persistent Radical and royal effort to secure rati- 
fication of the Nettuno Conventions with Italy. When the Vukicevié 
government raised this issue again in May, the Radi¢—Pribiéevié oppo- 
sition spoke out sharply, denouncing the whole regime as corrupt and 
unsupportable. Demonstrations erupted in several Dalmatian towns and 
then in Belgrade. Without its passage, there was little chance of a much 
desired British loan. But Radié was adamant; he had already called for 
recognition of the USSR as a rebuff to the British in particular for 
“letting Mussolini into the Balkans.” Meanwhile in Belgrade, the greater 
threat appeared to be Italian agreements with increasingly hostile re- 
gimes in Bulgaria, whose border incursions had resumed, and Hungary, 
where extreme Croatian nationalists were organizing. Italian diplomats 
were also promoting a new tripartite alliance with Greece and Turkey. 

Domestic deadlock and foreign danger, as perceived differently by 
the several sides, thus created the general tension that surrounded the 
return of Radi¢ and his nephew Pavle to the Skupstina in June. The 
exchange of epithets even in formal sessions now passed all bounds,”° 
By June 19, Radi¢ himself said that the rhetoric was creating “a psycho- 
logical disposition to murder.” Puni§a Racié, the new Radical deputy 
from Montenegro, a Chetnik war veteran and militant Serbian national- 
ist with no political experience, promised that “heads will roll... until 
Stjepan Radic is killed there will be no peace.” The next day, this same 
Racic¢ called for a psychological examination of Radié and then stepped 
forward to fire a revolver at the assembled Croat leaders. He killed 
Radi¢’s nephew Pavle and one other instantly and wounded three more 
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people, only Radi¢ himself seriously. The Croatian leader was rushed 
back to a Zagreb hospital and appeared to be recovering from his 
stomach wound. But he died unexpectedly on August 8. His las},state- 
ments forsook further Croatian participation in the Belgrade paptiament 
or allegiance to the Vidovdan constitution. ? 

A new government of national consolidation was hastily formed by 
the Slovenian Korogec. It could not overcome the misplaced Croatian 
assumption that the Radical Party and army officers close to the king 
had arranged the attack in the SkupStina. Eighty-seven representatives, 
all but four from the Croatian Peasant Party and the Independent 
Democrats, walked out of the parliament. Sixty-one Democrats soon 
threatened to follow. The rump parliament narrowly ratified the Nettuno 
Conventions, but this gesture failed to secure the anticipated British 
loan. Both the Croatian and Serbian sides charged the other with reviv- 
ing Radical dissenter Stojan Protic’s 1924 proposal simply to sever 
Croatia and Slovenia from the Serbian core. Pribicevi¢ demagogically 
claimed that he and the convalescing Radic had prevented such an 
amputation that July. He called the Vidovdan constitution a dead letter 
and threatened that Croatia and Bosnia would withhold further pay- 
ments on the state’s international debts. British diplomats asked Korogec 
whether it would help if Belgrade posted some Slovene and Croat 
officials to Southern Serbia, that is, Macedonia. It was too late for that, 
he replied. Even the king raised the prospect of amputacia briefly, if 
only to elicit a public rejection from Radi¢’s successor, Vladko Macek. 
Maéek then could counter with vague demands for a new federal struc- 
ture that the Radicals refused to discuss. They also rejected Pribi¢evic’s 
proposal for elections to a new constituent assembly. 

The first Yugoslavia’s parliamentary government survived only until 
December 1928. The first day of the month was the tenth anniversary 
of Aleksandar’s proclamation of the new state. The king and Korosec 
agreed to downplay its celebration in Belgrade in favor of an October 
commemoration of the breakthrough on the Salonika Front. General 
Franchet d’Esperey, who commanded the offensive, was invited to 
emphasize the French connection. But on December 1, student pro- 
tests in Zagreb turned into riots and a dozen students were killed when 
police broke them up. Minister KoroSec replaced Zagreb’s provincial 
prefect with a Belgrade army general without the Skup$tina’s approval. 
Leading Democrats in his rump coalition threatened to resign. When 
Korogec resigned instead on December 30, the king decided to banish 
the unfortunate parliament from what now became the Kingdom of 
Yugoslavia. 


6 Authoritarian kingdom, 1929-1941 


In 1929 King Aleksandar redesignated the Kingdom of Serbs, Croats, 
and Slovenes as the Kingdom of Yugoslavia. The name’s official debut 
did not augur well for democratic government: the king had just abol- 
ished the 1921 constitution and disbanded an elected parliament. Ahead 
lay the full weight of the Great Depression and the rise of Nazi Ger- 
many. As British Ambassador Neville Henderson commented in 1933, 
“it is easier to say Yugoslavia than to make it.” The country would 
remain a “crossword puzzle” to him until his posting to Berlin a few 
years later. The political puzzle is better understood if divided into 
three periods, 1929-34, 1935-38, and 1939-41. 

The authoritarian framework by which Aleksandar intended to hold 
Yugoslavia together and make it into a nation-state has been dubbed a 
royal dictatorship. It surely started that way. Yet the king, and his army 
generals, could not retain the hallmarks of dictatorship — direct powers 
to make all political decisions and to suppress all opposition — even for 
the five years left of his life. After Aleksandar’s assassination in 1934, 
the most skillful Serbian politician of the decade, Milan Stojadinovic, 
needed a coalition government to retain power from 1935 to 1938. He 
also failed to come to terms with his most powerful Croatian opponent, 
Vladko Maéek. 

By early 1939, the dilemmas of assuring equal rights to a Croatian 
minority in Yugoslavia and, at the same time, to a Serb minority in 
Croatia remained unresolved, while the issue was not even raised for 
Bosnian Muslims. A compromise agreement, the Sporazum of August 
1939, addressed the first dilemma at the expense of the second. The 
others were simply ignored, as this confederal arrangement for Croatia 
still left the rest of the country under central administration from Bel- 
grade. Hitler’s war began barely a week later. The resulting uncertain- 
ties worked against the broader compromise needed from both sides. 
Then in 1941, the Second World War spilled over into the Kingdom of 
Yugoslavia and split it apart. 
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To see these three periods as a whole, we need to square Aleksandar’s 
authoritarian framework with the political parties that formally or inform- 
ally supported or contested it during the dozen years between ,]929 
and 1941. We must also go beyond the domestic politics enone in 
chapter 5, where a real if flawed parliament grappled on cenjier stage 
with executive power, Radical and royal. By the 1930s, Vursslavia 
found itself trapped in the wings of a wider international stage, first 
economically and then diplomatically. Like several East European 
neighbors, its government turned to Hitler’s Germany to help find a 
way out of economic dilemmas after 1935. Only after 1939 did that 
diplomatic gamble become a dead end from which there could be no 
honorable escape save war. 

Domestic economic policies now became more important. One set 
deepened the impact of the Depression, and the next contributed to a 
greater recovery than is generally recognized. Both sets of policies relied 
on state power, extending the reach of the central government in Belgrade 
to the detriment of Serbian relations with the other ethnic groups. 
Further regional or social imbalances also encouraged ethnic resentments. 

Looking across the entire interwar period, however, we should take 
note of assets as well as liabilities, among them the intellectual survival 
of the Yugoslav idea and some progress toward a common culture and 
modern economy. A balance sheet for 1921-39 therefore precedes the 
chapter’s final section on the reconfigured Yugoslavia of 1939-41. 


Royal dictatorship, 1929-1934 


Aleksandar announced his decision to dismiss the elected SkupStina 
and ban all ethnically based political parties or organizations on January 
6, 1929, the eve of the Orthodox Christmas. The date had symbolic 
weight for the Serbs and forced all political actors to wait until the 
three-day holiday had passed to react. The king’s proclamation spoke 
of state duties and the need to pursue “new paths toward Yugoslavism,” 
but it was his condemnation of the parliament and the parties that 
persuaded a clear majority of public opinion. Western criticism was 
muted because, as a British Embassy report noted, a united Yugoslavia 
best served international interests. 

Even Vladko Maéek, Radié’s successor as head of the Croatian Peas- 
ant Party (HSS) welcomed the dissolution for throwing off that “badly 
buttoned vest,” the Vidovdan constitution. He and the other leading 
Croatian politician, the now venerable Ante Trumbic, had sounded out 
the Czech and French capitals in late 1928 on the prospects for recog- 
nition of a separate Croatian state or status. They got no response. The 
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Croatian Serb leader, Svetozar Pribic¢evi¢, told the king at the same 
time that he could accept royal intervention, but not royal arbitration 
between Serbia’s parties and his coalition with the Croatian Peasant 
Party.' 

The initial decree assigned dictatorial powers to the monarch. In the 
absence of a parliament, his directives received the force of law. All 
remotely political organizations were disbanded and their property and 
records confiscated. Only the Masons and a couple of veterans’ organ- 
izations escaped. The Masons also would not have been spared, so the 
joke ran in Belgrade, had the city not hosted their World Congress in 
1926. Nearly one-third of the country’s newspapers and journals were 
closed down on grounds of party affiliation, and the others were placed 
under censorship supported by a new press law. Most ominously, the 
king appointed his closest military advisor and wartime White Hand 
leader, General Petar Zivkovic, as prime minister. The only non-Serb 
of regional standing in his cabinet was the Slovenian People’s Party 
(SLS) leader and head of the last brief parliamentary regime, Monsig- 
nor Anton Korosec. 

A flurry of constructive and centralizing reforms during the new 
regime’s first year won it initial approval, at least outside of Croatia. 
Joseph Rothschild’s generally critical survey of interwar Yugoslavia lauds 
the “show of political energy” and cites the “general relief” that fol- 
lowed the overdue reforms.” The reforms merged four ministries with 
larger ones, while reducing corrupt overpricing and delays in govern- 
ment contracting. They combined six different legal codes from the 
pre-1914 period, criminal and civil, and finally unified the tax struc- 
ture. Political prisoners from the parliamentary period were granted 
amnesty, Communists excepted, while some thirty-six generals and fifty 
diplomats from the top-heavy state bureaucracy were retired. All of this 
plus a controversial effort to create a single system of public education 
with common textbooks took effect on October 3, 1929, the same day 
that the country officially became the Kingdom of Yugoslavia. 

Alexsandar’s “new path” is most remembered for another feature 
which aroused instant controversy. His proclamation on October 3 
eliminated the thirty-three provinces of the Vidovdan regime, but put in 
their place nine regional units (banovine). The reduced number re- 
called Stojan Protié’s plan for what might be called “unifying decen- 
tralization.” Indeed, the promotion of Yugoslav unity was the overriding 
goal of the new arrangement. River valleys furnished the focal points 
for the new regions, partly to promote economic integration, and the 
rivers a number of their names. Although the designation of these new 
divisions as banovine was a bow to Croatia’s historical sensibilities, the 
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6.1 King Aleksandar of Yugoslavia on the eve of his assassination 
in 1934 
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Map 6.1 Tertitorial division of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia, 
1929-1939 


internal borders that they created were not historical in the main. Only 
Drava and Zeta banovine largely corresponded to historical Slovenia 
and Montenegro (see map 6.1), the latter also enlarged at the expense 
of Hercegovina and the Sandzak of Novi Pazar. The Sava banovina, 
centered on Croatia, gave up Dalmatia to the new Primorje, the Srem 
to Dunav, and some of the Military Border area to Vrbas, where there 
was a Serb majority in Lika and around the capital of Banja Luka. 
Vrbas was one of four banovine dividing Bosnia-Hercegovina so that 
none had a Muslim majority. Serbia was also split into four, but along 
favorable lines that assured Serb majorities for Macedonia (Vardar), the 
Vojvodina (Dunay), and eastern Bosnia (Drina), as well as one centered 
on “narrow Serbia” (Morava). Beyond these nine, a separate prefecture 
was provided for Belgrade as the capital city, now 289,000 people, 
including its environs. The nine varied in population from about 900,000 
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in Primorje and Zeta to three times that number in Sava, which not 
coincidentally encompassed Zagreb-centered Croatia. 


ee p 
Problems of authoritarian politics 


King Aleksandar intended to provide the personal center for the new 
regime. His ideas and intentions cry out for a scholarly biography.’ In 
his own words, he chose “Yugoslavism over federalism,” but what those 
ambiguous terms meant to him is unclear. Was it to “make Serbia 
Great, so that it will include all Serbs and Yugoslavs,” as he said in 
1924, or to use the Yugoslav state to create a Yugoslav nation, as 
Serbia’s most renowned political analyst, Slobodan Jovanovic, has 
argued? Or both, as seems likely, despite the contradiction? 

Concerning the king’s political intentions, it would be hard to de- 
monstrate that he was democratically minded. The parliament of the 
1920s appeared to him as a privilege whose terms he was entitled to 
define rather than as a right to be maintained under any circumstances. 
And until he could trust the country’s political leaders to share his 
commitment to a single Yugoslav state, regardless of how ill-defined 
the idea, he was not likely to restore an unrestrained parliamentary 
system, Certainly his Serbian prime minister, General Zivkovié, did not 
wish to do so. Even British Embassy reporting, which tended to give 
Aleksandar the benefit of the doubt, noted that the king’s lonely up- 
bringing had inhibited his capacity to trust a wider circle of advisors 
and encouraged him to rely excessively on a few poorly chosen inti- 
mates.* His political impatience and personal insecurity — a revolver 
was always within reach when he went out of doors — were qualities 
often associated with dictators, but his lack of self-confidence and of a 
clear ideology were not. Nor was Aleksandar’s sense of royal obligation 
to a traditional European order that makes the old Communist epithet 
of “monarcho-fascist” for his regime a contradiction in terms. All this 
furnishes some psychological background for a retreat from the royal 
dictatorship that he began in 1931. 

During the previous year, a series of long-standing religious problems 
had fueled regional discontent. Bosnian Muslims protested the 1929 
laws that abolished their religious community’s hard-won Autonomous 
Statute of 1909 in favor of a single Islamic community for the country. 
They were now denied the right to elect their own administrative bod- 
ies and found themselves lumped together with the Macedonian Turks 
and Kosovar Albanians, neither of whom had a historical or ethnic 
connection with these Bosnian Slavs. Many Slovenes were already smart- 
ing from the December 1929 decision to abolish their Sokol sport clubs 
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as political organizations. Then General Zivkovié demanded that Mon- 
signor KoroSec make local speeches supporting the regime just as a 
cabinet colleague proposed to close all church schools. KoroSec promptly 
resigned in September 1930, Yet in 1931, the Serbian Orthodox Church - 


was allowed to promulgate a fuils6me new constitution for itself that~ 


finally unified its six regional bodies under a single set of regulations . 


and tarpétéd a number of towns in Croatia for new churches or schools.” *. "£ 


ok, 


The Orthodox hierarchies of the six distinct jurisdictions — Serbia, 
the Karlovac patriarchate for Croatia and the Vojvodina, Bosnia- 
Hercegovina, Montenegro, Macedonia, and Dalmatia — had accepted a 
commitment to unify in 1920 as a revived patriarchate of Pe¢ (see 
chapter 1), with royal approval and the Metropolitan of Belgrade, 
Dimitrije, as their new patriarch. But each jurisdiction continued to 
operate according to its own set of customs and regulations through the 
1920s. This only added to the insecurity that Orthodox churchmen felt 
in a new state where their nominal membership was only 48 percent 
(versus 37 percent for the Croatian and Slovenian Catholic churches) 
and where lay participation had declined since the war.’ 

The most serious opposition to the royal dictatorship came from 
Croatia, but not from its Catholic clergy. Both Pnbicevié and Maéek 
had become fully disillusioned with the new regime before the end of 
1929. The outspoken Pribicevi¢ was peremptorily jailed under the new 
Law for the Protection of the State. He sat in prison until permanently 
exiled in 1931. A State Court created to enforce the expanded law 
promptly dragged the leader of the disbanded Peasant Party, Maéek, 
into the dock with twenty-four Croats accused of bomb attacks in 
Zagreb the previous December. Maéek’s subsequent acquittal made 
a smaller impression across Croatia than the spectacle of his initial 
imprisonment or the revelations that other Croats had been tortured to 
confess at the trial. The regime’s appointment of four HSS members to 
a reshuffled Zivkovié cabinet failed to reassure Croatian public opinion. 

Diplomatic pressure from Paris, supported by the promise of a badly 
needed French loan, helped persuade Aleksandar to concede a new 
constitution in 1931. So did the cautionary tale of Spain’s republican 
revolution. In any case, his regime seemed to have run out of creative 
energy. After introducing 163 new laws during its first year, most of 
them major, only the expanded judicial powers for state security could 
be called a major initiative in 1930. 

Perhaps Aleksandar was also waiting for an “opportune moment for 
the diminution of his powers,” as British Ambassador Henderson hope- 
fully suggested. If so, the terms of the September 1931 constitution 
suggest no return to an independent parliament. Its famously restrictive 
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electoral provisions stipulated two legislative houses. A restored SkupStina 
of 306 (eventually 373) members was to be elected by open ballot from 
country-wide lists. Candidates needed 60 signatures from more than 
300 of the electoral districts plus 200 signatures from their gan dis- 
tricts to run, The list winning a plurality, presumably the government’s, 
would then receive two-thirds of the seats. A senate of some ninety- 
six members was to be equally divided between royal appointees and 
nominees from banovina councils under indirect control. The king could 
in any case arbitrate between the two houses or exercise a preemptive 
veto. The new constitution promised to free judicial appointments from 
royal intervention, but only after five years had passed. Elections for 
municipal self-government were specifically denied to Belgrade, Zagreb, 
and Ljubljana. 

Large numbers in non-Serb areas abstained from the November elec- 
tions to the regime’s restricted National Assembly. The regime claimed 
that 65 percent of all those eligible had voted, and 35 percent in Croatia, 
where the HSS was denied the right to run numerous candidates be- 
cause of the 300-district requirement. British Embassy estimates cut 10 
percent off both of the regime’s figures. In any case, Serbs won 219 of 
the 306 seats, compared to 55 for Croats, 25 for Slovenes, 3 for Bosnian 
Muslims, 2 each for Macedonians and Montenegrtins, and 1 each for 
Germans and Hungarians. This represented a still larger ethnic share 
for Serbs, 71 percent, than the 49 and 58 percent shares (see table 5.4) 
for the 1923 and 1927 elections. The assembly’s majority passed no 
noteworthy legislation and made no appeal to an opposing minority 
that included representatives from the seven major parties from the 
previous decade, all still formally illegal. : 

In March 1932, Aleksandar decided to abandon the last Zivkovic 
government. The king tried to persuade first Aca Stanojevic, the aging 
head of the left-wing Serbian Radicals, and then Vladko Maéek himself, 
to join a more broadly based cabinet. When they refused, he finally 
chose Milan Srskic. Aleksandar’s poorest choice for prime minister 
stayed in office until January 1934, distinguished only by the series of 
grievances he aggravated. The Bosnian Muslims remembered Srskic as 
an adversarial interior minister and an architect of their division among 
four banates. “Bosnia-Hercegovina, both as a regional individuality and 
a geographic concept, must disappear forever,” he openly declared. It 
was just those historic borders that the Yugoslay Muslim Organization 
had insisted on preserving and that even the Serbian Democrats advoc- 
ated maintaining as a buffer zone between Serbia and Croatia.® Minor 
adjustments in banate borders accompanied the new constitution, but 
did not mollify the Croatian Peasant Party, The promise of autonomous 
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administrations for the banates also remained unfulfilled. The HSS 
therefore joined the Independent (Serb) Democrats, Trumbi¢’s Feder- 
alists, and even several separatist leaders in drafting the twelve so-called 
Zagreb points, or punktacije, of November 1932. They demanded cul- 
tural autonomy and a renegotiated constitution. A similar Slovenian list 
from Korogec’s SLS and others followed in December, partly as a 
reaction against one local call to abandon the Slovenian language for 
Serbo-Croatian.’ 

The two punktacije elicited two responses from the royal regime. 
First, it conceded a looser electoral law, requiring only thirty signatures 
from half of the electoral districts across just six of the nine banates 
in order to stand for assembly election. The winning list would then 
receive only three-fifths of the total seats. But no new elections were 
held. Secondly, the regime invoked the Law for the Protection of the 
State and ordered the arrest not only of Ma¢éek but of Trumbié, KoroSec, 
and the three Muslim leaders in early 1933. 


Failures of liberal economic formulas 


The Great Depression placed a heavy burden on an agricultural, partly 
integrated economy. This added to the grievances that Aleksandar sought 
to suppress. The precipitous drop in international agricultural prices 
and the drying up of Western capital markets hit all the small eco- 
nomies of Eastern Europe hard. Yugoslavia’s case differed significantly in 
two respects. First, the impact of collapsing prices was slower to strike 
Yugoslavia’s agricultural exports, which were more varied than the rest 
of Southeastern Europe’s. The primary blow on total export value and 
prices landed in 1932, the year of the two punktacije and other pro- 
tests. The collapse followed a long winter, poor fodder crop harvests, 
and higher taxes on sugar and electricity for revenue to offset a yawning 
budget deficit. By 1934 the price of an export ton fetched 40 percent 
less than in 1922-30, and total export value was down by 58 percent.’ 
Secondly, the regime implemented liberal Western prescriptions to deal 
financially with the Depression through Belgrade-based institutions. 
These prescriptions made the impact of Depression appear to hit some 
regions harder or more unfairly than others. Emanating from the Bel- 
grade ministries or the central bank, they fed the political opposition’s 
complaints about Serbian centralism. 

The liberal antidotes were intended to attract the first French loan of 
the interwar period. These funds would help the dinar make a stable 
transition to the gold standard and, as a result, provide further access to 
international credit that should have come with convertibility. The timing 
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could not have been less fortunate. The largely French loan of 1 million 
francs (about $45 million) materialized in June 1931, in the midst of 
the worst financial crisis in Central European history. In May the 
Creditanstalt of Vienna, the largest single lender to Southeaspérn Eu- 
rope, failed. A number of German and Hungarian banks collapsed later 
that summer. The Creditanstalt’s financial troubles prompted the Ameri- 
can initiative, known as the Hoover Moratorium, to end the German 
obligation to pay war reparations.” This decision cost Yugoslavia an 
expected annual payment of $16 million. Then in September, Britain 
went off the gold standard, making the prize of convertibility that Yu- 
goslavia had coveted worth much less. 

Policies copied from the Western canons of fiscal orthodoxy sought 
to keep the dinar on the gold standard nonetheless. The regime cut 
state budget expenses and currency issue more severely than any of its 
neighbors. Yugoslavia avoided import quotas if not the clearing agree- 
ments that accounted for over half of both exports and imports across 
Southeastern Europe by 1932. The central bank, now the Narodna 
Banka Kr. Jugoslavije, raised its discount rate in an effort to maintain 
the dinar at par value. None of this encouraged exports in a shrinking 
European market. Nor did exports respond when speculation against 
the dinar in 1932 finally forced the central bank to offer a premium for 
foreign exchange that essentially devalued the dinar by 22.5 percent. 
Export value plummeted to 60 percent of the previous year’s total and 
barely 40 percent of the 1922-30 average.'° 

Regional disparity now raised its head. The regime had no way to 
compensate Croatian banks for their financial losses, but could offer 
some relief to Serbian peasants. Recall that 43 percent of commercial 
bank assets were concentrated in twenty-nine Zagreb banks by 1929. 
Because of the concentration there of Central European (primarily 
Austrian) assets, they lost more than their share of the 41 percent 
decline in commercial bank deposits by 1933. The collapse of the 
Creditanstalt alone cost the Zagreb banks nearly 10 percent of the one- 
quarter reduction suffered by all the commercial banks between 1930 
and 1932. By far the largest number of such banks were small Serbian 
institutions that had survived the 1920s by lending to peasant farmers 
rather than investing in industry or other longer-term ventures as had 
the Croatian banks. Two state initiatives favored both banks and peas- 
ants in Serbia and the Vojvodina. Loans from the new State Agricul- 
tural Bank, finally launched in 1928, favored these areas partly for 
political reasons but also because they lacked the more developed coop- 
erative networks of Croatia and especially Slovenia. These cooperative 
networks had given Yugoslavia the highest amount of cooperative assets 
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and lowest peasant debt per capita in Southeastern Europe by 1930. As 
their loanable funds now fell with the moratorium on the repayment of 
peasant debt declared in 1933, the State Bank still had the resources to 
step into the gap for Serbia. 

In addition the regime had established a grain purchasing agency, 
Prizad, in April 1930, to pay peasants higher prices for exportable grain 
by eliminating commercial middlemen as the cooperatives had already 
done. The agency extended its purchases to domestic grain sales the 
following year and intended them to help all peasants equally, including 
those in the grain-poor areas of Croatia and Bosnia who had paid 
exorbitant prices for shipments from the rest of the country. The scheme 
rapidly ran up losses that no government budget could have sustained 
in the Depression. Its discontinuation in 1932 seemed to Croat and 
Bosnian peasants especially to be more evidence of Belgrade’s centralism 
consciously working against them. The rapid rise of the HSS’s cooper- 
ative network, Gospodarska Sloga, from a few thousand members to 
one-third of all peasant households in Croatia by 1940 was in part a 
response to Prizad’s failure. 


Extremists and assassination 


The economic crisis and political deadlock of 1932 not surprisingly 
spurred on several extremist movements. The royal dictatorship had 
already hardened its resolve against any compromise. Neither the 
Yugoslay Communist Party (KPJ) nor the Internal Macedonian 
Revolutionary Organization (VMRO) were able to take significant 
advantage of this domestic distress. Only Croatian separatist émigrés 
acted, seizing the chance to found the eventually infamous Ustaia as a 
propaganda and terrorist organization. Despite their small numbers, all 
three organizations deserve attention because of fateful international con- 
nections and the assassination of King Aleksandar in 1934. 

Before proceeding, some care should be taken to exclude the Croatian 
Peasant Party and its leader, Viadko Maéek, from the list of subversive 
separatists. In the wake of the Zagreb punktacije, he spent virtually all 
of 1933 and 1934 in prison. Neither this incarceration nor his previous 
sentences had the radicalizing effect it might have had on others. He 
remained more ready than Radi¢ had been to talk with the Serbian 
political parties; indeed, he had futilely joined with the Democrats’ 
leader, Ljuba Davidovic, in trying to persuade the other Serbian parties 
to accept the punktacije. His narrow views and self-contained style 
made him a less flexible bargaining partner than Radi¢, and he was 
increasingly committed to the same goal of confederal autonomy for 
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Croatia. Yet Matek also paid far more attention to organizing the 
Peasant Party to operate legally within Yugoslavia.” ae 

Perhaps the smallest and least successful of the parties questioni the 
existence of the Kingdom of Yugoslavia was the Communist Pa 3). 
In 1929 it had immediately called for violent revolt against Algksandar S 
dictatorial regime, but could only scatter some leaflets and provoke a 
couple of shoot-outs with local police. The call for violence came di- 
rectly from the Comintern’s 1928 congress, where the expectation of 
imminent war by the West against the Soviet Union made it essential to 
disable all potential adversaries. The congress also issued an instruction, 
much maligned by Serbian historians in the 1980s, to the various non: 
Serbs to advocate the breakup of Yugoslavia as a creature of the West's 
“Versailles system.” Party members spent more time; however, strug- 
gling against the small Social Democratic Party or disputing the resist- 
ance to literary conformity from maverick leftists such as the leading 
Croatian writer, Miroslav Krleza, than promoting secession. In any 
case, their membership amounted to less than 500 in 1932. . 

It did not increase much under the new party secretary appointed 
that year to hold the KPJ closer to the Comintern line. Comintern 
youth leader Josip Czizinski, known as Milan Gorkic, fled his native 
Bosnia in 1923 to avoid arrest as a party member, as had his Czech 
father two years before. Even as party secretary, he continued to spend 
the majority of his time outside the country, leaving the small front 
party of Independent Workers and its trade union network to survive 
on their own. Czizinski promoted one of the younger leaders released 
from prison in 1934 to the Comintern network and sent him back into 
Yugoslavia to organize the clandestine party congress at Ljubljana the 
same year — a certain Josip Broz.'? Delegates took immediate secession 
off the KP] agenda, but affirmed their intention to establish separate 
Communist parties for Croatia, Slovenia, and Macedonia and to main- 
tain ties to the secessionist parties as well. 

One of these secessionist parties was the Macedonian VMRO. Beset 
with internal struggles, it was further weakened by new governments in 
Sofia, previously its source of greatest support. First, a coalition of 
Agrarians and others won the 1931 Bulgarian elections, replacing Andrei 
Liapchev’s regime and its toleration of the VMRO enclave in the Pinn 
region, bordering Yugoslav Macedonia, as a law unto itself. Then m 
1934, the Zveno, or Link group of military officers overthrew the gov- 
ernment in an almost bloodless coup dedicated to restoring order through 
a non-party regime. Virtually its first act was to arrest the VMRO 
leaders and inten a number of followers.'* Only support from Fascist 
Italy for a few hundred émigre members allowed it to continue. 
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The other major secessionist organization also had its headquarters 
in Italy and an equally modest membership, Yet its wider international 
connections, narrower goals, and less divided leadership had already 
set the Ustasa-hrvatska revolucionarna organizacyja (Uprising-Croatian 
Revolutionary Organization) apart, long before Nazi Germany installed 
it as the ruler of wartime Croatia in 1941. And before it drafted a 
formal] constitution in 1932, indeed from the day after the royal dictator- 
ship was proclaimed in January 1929, the movement dedicated itself to 
the overthrow of Aleksandar’s Yugoslavia. 

The UstaSa’s self-proclaimed leader was Ante Paveli¢, a lawyer born 
in 1889 in Hercegovina. After the First World War, he had tried to 
revive the Frankist Party of Right, minus its now obsolete allegiance 
to the Habsburg monarchy. Pavelié succeeded in attracting a student 
following and winning election to both the provincial and national 
assemblies of 1927. That same year he defended a group of accused 
VMRO terrorists in Zagreb and met with Fascist officials in Rome to 
sound them out on support for Croatia’s seceding. Zagreb’s outrage at 
Radic’s assassination in 1928 allowed him to attract some members to 
his new paramilitary organization, Hrvatski domobran. At the same time, 
fetlow UstaSa founder and Josip Frank’s son-in-law, Slavko Kvaternik, 
set up student clubs named after his grandfather, Eugen, who had been 
martyred in an 1871 uprising (see chapter 2). 

Fleeing Zagreb for Vienna, Sofia, and then Milan in 1929, Paveli¢ 
quickly came to financial terms with Mussolini’s Fascist regime. Gen- 
eral Sarkotic, the notorious Croat commander of Bosnia in the First 
World War (see chapter 4), and his aging coterie were camped in 

Vienna, still hoping to restore the Habsburg Monarchy. They opened 
doors to the like-minded Hungarian regime under former Admiral Miklos 
Horthy. Hungary provided a training camp for the UstaSa at Janka 
Puszta, near the Slavonian border, that soon attracted a few hundred 
recruits. As in two similar Italian camps, those attracted were Croat 
emigrant workers, more often from Belgium than the Americas. The 
uniforms, symbols, and pseudo-military organization and hierarchy, to 
which they were bound by a blood oath and over which Paveli¢ held 
supreme authority as the heroic leader (poglaunik), all on the Italian 
model, make it difficult to restst the conclusion that this was a fascist 
movement from the start.’* Its program was vaguely corporatist, but 
consisted mainly of (un-Italian) racist rhetoric blaming all of Croatia’s 
misfortunes, including the failure to include all of Bosnia-Hercegovina 
within its borders, on Serbs or their partners. 
The initial UstaSa foray into the Lika area of the former Military 
Border, home to leading lieutenant Mile Budak, did not produce the 
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peasant uprising that was expected. Predominantly Serb gendarmes put 
down an attack on a village police station, but the expedition brought 
the local organizer from Gospié, Andrija Artukovic, later the Ue 
interior minister, back to Italy. 

Individual terrorism now seemed their only recourse gad King 
Aleksandar their main target. His first visit to Zagreb since the royal 
dictatorship offered an obvious chance, but the lone assassin failed. 
The announcement of the king’s visit to Marseilles on October 9, 1934, 
to meet with French Foreign Minister Louis Barthou, invited a second 
attempt. Barthou’s intended French-Italian rapprochement threatened 
to include Hungary and close the camp at Janka Puszta just as 
Aleksandar’s recent meeting with King Boris of Bulgaria (on the Orient 
Express during a stop in Yugoslavia) spelled the end of VMRO’s Bul- 
garian base. The VMRO leader’s chauffeur was recruited to attack the 
two statesmen. Lax security at dockside allowed him to fire over a 
dozen shots into Aleksandar and Barthou before he was seized and 
lynched. 

Whether or not Aleksandar lived long enough to utter the portentous 
last words “preserve Yugoslavia,” his death gave the kingdom a second 
wind and dealt his killers a serious setback. Although the French trial 
in Marseilles for his murder trod lightly on the UstaSa’s Italian and 
Hungarian connections, the latter two governments took immediate 
action to repair their international images. The Hunganan camp was 
promptly closed and the Italian membership interned on the island of 
Lipari. Paveli¢é and the leaders were put under house arrest. 

Over 200,000 mourners in Zagreb paid their respects to the king, 
who lay in state there for a day, prior to being brought back to flag- 
draped Serbia for his funeral. Monsignor Koro$ec, the Slovenian leader, 
was released from prison to attend. “We ought to work and live for 
Yugoslavia now,” he said, “everything else is forgotten.” By December 
Maéek too was released. 


Stojadinovié and the royal regency, 1935-1938 


Much of course was not forgotten from the rest of the 1930s down to 
the commonly held Serbian sentiment of the 1980s: if Aleksandar had 
lived, he could have avoided both internal division and war. At least 
until Hitler changed maps and rules in 1938, he might easily have done 
better than his successors. The new regents and a familiar cabinet 
fumbled away the first months of public support for a “new path” to 
honor the king’s memory and then settled on the past and present 
finance minister, Milan Stojadinovic. He tried to engineer a limited 
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“small solution” to the Croatian problem and made real economic 
progress after the crisis hit bottom in 1934. But his gamble on the 
greater German market paid off only in the short term. After a promis- 
ing start, he overestimated its political advantages and barely won in 
the elections of December 1938. He was forced to step down a few 
months later. 

Stojadinovic’s ascent began in the weeks following Aleksandar’s _ 
_assassination. According to the king’s secret will, his unloved cousin Paul 
“was named as senior regent along with two others. He was to fulfill 
royal obligations until Aleksandar’s son Petar reached his eighteenth 
birthday in September 1941. Paul’s English education and connections 
persuaded him to push Stojadinovi¢, who represented several British 
companies in Belgrade, into the new cabinet that General Zivkovié, 
Srski¢, and others from the old regime had cobbled together in Decem- 
ber 1934. They hoped that the new prime minister, Bogoljub Jevtic, the 
former foreign minister and relatively young at forty-five, could win the 
convincing election victory that had eluded them in 1931. They were 
soon disappointed. 

Disputed results marred the May 1935 election. Open balloting gave 
the Jevtic list a revised 60.6 percent and Maéek’s Opposition Bloc, 37.4 
percent. With support from Croatian Serbs and Bosnian Muslims, the 
Maéek list won eight of every thirteen votes in Croatia and the western 
districts of Bosnia-Hercegovina. Although winning 303 of 370 seats 
in the new SkupStina, Jevti¢ still sought to discredit the opposition. 
When his minions accused Maéek of complicity in the king’s assassina- 
tion, that was too clumsy even for General Zivkovié. He and four other 
ministers, including Finance Minister Stojadinovi¢, resigned in June 
1935, Zivkovié expected to be named prime minister, but Prince Paul, 
encouraged by_British Ambassador Henderson, picked Stojadinovié. 
instead, ° 


From Yugoslav Radical Union (#RZ) to Concordat 


To some, the long-time Radical Stojadinovi¢ embodied the prewar pol- 
itical approach of Nikola Pa3ié. He began his tenure with initiatives to 
broaden domestic support but came to rely on playing politics (unlike 
Pasic through economics) with the ‘Great Powers. _He relaxed news- 
paper censorship and restrictions on public assembly and granted am- 
nesty to over one thousand political prisoners plus those arrested during 
the recent elections. Although General Zivkovié stayed in the cabinet, 
Stojadinovi¢é brought in the Bosnian Muslim and Slovenian leaders, 
Mehmed Spaho and Anton Koroiec, as well. Spaho was rewarded the 
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next year with restoration of the 1909 autonomy statute for the Bosnian 
Muslims that had been revoked in 1931. To conciliate the Croats, and 
at the same time to bind their Catholic hierarchy to honor ‘Holy 
See’s recognition of Yugoslavia as a legitimate stat, the regime’ signed 
a Concordat with the Vatican in 1935. It promised authogiation for 
church schools and freedom for the organization, Catholic Action, to 
operate legally like its Orthodox counterpart, if only the SkupStina would 
ratify it. 

Most important, in August, Stojadinovi¢ proclaimed the creation of 
a new government party, not just an election list as earlier in 1935 or 
in 1931. This Jugoslovenska Radikaina Zajednica (JRZ), or Yugoslav 
Radical Union, had as its slogan “one state, one eople, one king.” Its 
slogans promised wide powers of samouprava, meant here as local self- 
administration. Stojadinovié brought real advertising skills with him, 
offering more slogans for his proposals and nicknames for his adversar- 
ies than any previous prime minister. Spaho and KoroSec agreed to 
be “vice-presidents” of the JRZ in order to suggest that it was a unified 


body rather than a coalition. - Rorosee now made his Slaxenian People’s 
Party (SLS) legal 2 again simply by calling it the JRZ. On the Serbian 


side, younger men were attracted to fo replace some of the aging or intract- 
able Radical regulars. When General Zivkovié and others obj ected to 
these outsiders and 0 the e€_ partriersh rship, p. with the Bosnian Auslims 
Stojadinovic: forced” “them ¢ out t between December and March. 1936," 

Stojadinovic- ‘also’ “promised a political reversal” in Croatian rela- 
tions, but it did not materialize. Maéek refused to join the JRZ unless 
the constitution was open to revision. He continued to boycott the 
SkupStina along with the other deputies of the Opposition Bloc outside 
Serbia. Yet Maéek insisted, with some justification, that he was not one 
of the Croatian separatists. He dismissed their strength as only a few 
thousand. In November 1936, Prince Paul asked him point blank, “Do 
Croats want this state?” Yes, Maéek replied, but under either a new 
constitution or a non-party government. That September’s local elec- 
tion for some 4,000 rural and small town opStine had given the new 
JRZ over two-thirds of the seats, with majorities everywhere (topped by 
91 percent of the Bosnian Muslim vote) but Croatia. Macek’s agenda 
may have seemed out of reach, but he kept on negotiating. 

In January 1937, Stojadinovi¢ promised him an eventual “big solu- 
tion,” but only after an initial “small solution.” The HSS was to accept 
five cabinet posts and field candidates for the new Skup$tina elections. 
Both the prince and the prime minister misjudged Macek’s party. To 
them, it was still too shattered after the 1929 dissolution to enter any 
election without agreeing to join a government coalition. In the mean- 


| 
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time, however, Macek had transformed the HSS into the cohesive, 
broadly based organization that Radic had failed to establish, although 
at the cost of including right wing or clerical support that Radi¢ would 
have shunned. In spring 1937, Macek held the party’s center firmly 
enough to accept the offer of Serbia’s United Opposition of Democrats, 
Agrarians, and Republicans. Their coalition began to discuss a single 
Bloc of National Agreement. 

This latest and largest bloc would probably not have become a reality 
in October 1937 without the political damage that Stojadinovi¢é in- 
flicted on himself in Serbia. Ratification of a Concordat with the Vatican 
to regularize the position of Catholic clergy and schools was still pend- 
ing two years after its signature in July 1935 (and fifteen years after 
negotiations had been initiated). Approval now, he judged, would appease 


sumably anti-clerical Maéek. The latter would hardly have welcomed a 
free hand for Catholic Action to launch a nationalist movement or even 
a clerical party to rival the HSS. The Slovenian and Croatian Catholic 
hierarchies were, however, still wary of ratification, despite the fact that 
the new 1931 constitution of the Serbian Orthodox Church had au- 
thorized comparable rights. The Orthodox effort in 1934 to make the 
700-year anniversary of St. Sava’s birth into a country-wide celebration 
had all the same angered the Catholic hierarchy. Stojadinovié reckoned 
incorrectly that he could win Skup&tina approval like “sending a letter 
in the mail.” Instead, a summer storm of opposition blew up in Serbia. 

Led by the Orthodox patriarch, Varnava, a suddenly united opposi- 
tion objected to everything from state school subsidies (the Catholic 
church would receive a 35 million dinar annual subsidy as compensa- 
tion for property lost in the land reform versus 46 million for the 
Orthodox church and 13 million for Islam) to a proposed Catholic 
church in Nis. Then the relatively young Patriarch (57) died on the 
very night that the SkupStina passed the Concordat by a single vote. 
Rumors that the regime had poisoned him spread throughout Serbia. 
By the time that Stojadinovié withdrew the ill-fated document, in Octo- 
ber 1937, Macek and a Serbian opposition led by the old Independent 
Radicals and erstwhile Democrats, Ljuba Jovanovic and Milan Grol, 
had already reached a formal agreement,” 

The Bloc of National Agreement did not win the elections of Decem- 
ber 1995, BUC IC GAS Close enough to bring down the Stojadinovi¢é 
regime. Its platform affirmed Croatian acceptance of the dynasty and 
the kingdom’s borders, but asked that Croatia be recognized as “an 
equal state factor that can make decisions affecting the state’s future 
from its own free will.” Prince Paul sought another meeting with Maéek 


shelters like the Londoners.” 
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Table 6.1. Electoral support for regime list, 1931, 1935, and 
1938 (in percent) 


1931 1935 1938 


Savska (Croatia) 55 23 14 
Primorska (Dalmatia) 34 26 16 
Belgrade (Serbia) 58 40 44 
Dravska (Slovenia) 52 41 53 
Vrbaska (Croatia, ¥W’. Bosnia and Hercegovina) 64 44 37 
Dunavska (Vojvodina) 71 51 52 
Drinska (Bosnia-Hercegovina and Serbia) 79 51 45 
Vardarska (Macedonia} 72 60 51 
Maoravska (Serbia) 80 63 58 
Zetska (Montenegro) 79 64 49 
Yugoslavia 65 45 40 


Source: Enciklopedia Jugoslavije, v, Il (Zagreb: Jugoslavenski leksikografski 
zavod, 1983), 274. 


to resolve the impasse with the Stojadinovi¢ government, but was re- 
fused. A crowd of nearly 100,000 people welcomed Macéek when he 
came to Belgrade for a conference of Bloc leaders in August 1938. So 
much for the notion that irreconcilable antagonisms had closed off all 
options for Serb—Croat reconciliation, at least at the popular level 
below the political leaderships. 

Having played the religious card and lost, Stojadinovic could only 
respond in the fall election campaign with green-uniformed youths shout- 
ing vodja, or leader, at his speeches. The election results reflected the 
failure of such proto-fascist trappings to attract support from the Serbian 
electorate even approaching what they later received in post-Munich 
Hungary or in Romania. Nor did he win many votes for congratulating 
himself on abstaining from Czechoslovakia’s losing encounter with Nazi 
Germany, thus “sparing Belgrade’s citizens the chore of digging air 

e JRZ won only 54 percent of the pop 
vote and the Bloc of National Agreement, 45 percent. In Croatia ihe 
Bloc received over two-thirds of the ballots cast. By 1938 the JRZ’s 
fraction of eligible voters had fallen to 14 percent in Croatian Savska 
and 40 percent in all of Yugoslavia (see table 6.1). In January 1939, 
Croatian representatives agreed with Maéek to assemble in Zagreb in- 
stead of coming to the new SkupStina in Belgrade. Acknowledging the 
impasse, Prince Paul asked Stojadinovic and his new government, now 
minus Monsignor Korofec, to resign. 
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Economic upturn and the German gamble 


Stojadinovic’s political problems leave us to wonder how he stayed in 
office without interruption, longer than any other interwar prime minister 
including Nikola Pasic. Economic policy, geared to international trade 
and aided by the general upturn from the depths of the Depression that 
characterized all of Eastern Europe after 1935, provides the answer. 
The other political leaders of the first Yugoslavia in the 1930s — from 
King Aleksandar and Prince Paul to Macek, KoroSec, and the several 
Serbs — had no general understanding or specific program with which 
to confront the Depression; Stojadinovic had such a program. 

In a decade of declining agricultural prices and shrinking grain mar- 
kets, the prime minister made an increase in industrial and processed 
agricultural exports his highest priority. In order to force their develop- 
ment, he abandoned the then liberal principles of financial pusterty 
and free markets that he had used to stabilize the dinar in the 1920s.!8 
Appointed finance minister again in December 1934, Stojadinovi¢ 
pushed through a long delayed law for industrial encouragement, con- 
sisting mainly of tariff exemptions, but addéd specific tax Concessions to 
industrial enterprises. Peasants themselves received some tax relief, har- 
vest insurance, silo construction, and state credit for their cooperatives. 
Stojadinovic artfully announced these measures just before the above- 
mentioned local elections of September 1936. The following month he 
ended the moratorium on repayment of peasant debt, a move wel- 
comed by the private banks. One-quarter of large debts and one-half of 
smaller debts were wiped out. But the state’s Agricultural Bank was to 
pay off ‘the remaining obligations over a twelve-year period with sup- 
port from the state budget and lottery. 

To support his initiatives in both agriculture and industry, Stojadinovic 
promoted Germany as Yugoslavia’s principal trading partner. By the early 
1930s, he had already become disenchanted with France and the other 
members of the Little Entente as commercial partners. By 1935, Yugo- 
slav exports to France had shrunk to less than 15 percent of their 1930 
level. The shift to Germany began as an effort to observe the League of 
Nations embargo against Italy after its 1935 conquest of Ethiopia. If 
Yugoslavia observed the sanctions, it would hurt Mussolini’s hostile 
government and win Western approval at the same time. When the 
French government failed to reward Stojadinovic by relaxing its protec- 
tionist tariffs, he readily responded to the offer of favorable export prices 
tendered by Hitler’s finance minister, Hjalmar Schacht, in June 1936. 

The shift inadvertently tilted regional development away from Croatia. 
The drop in Italian trade in 1935 and then its collapse in 1936 (see 
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| a E g a g table 6.2) severely hurt the export of Dalmatian cement and Croatian 
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B <a ae} 8 Se OS ee a Se gy § cession to o develop the Zenica iron works into Yugoslavia’s first modern 
, 5 B/RSARAARESAS fe 3 steel mill. Stojadinovic consciously chose Krupp in 1936 over bidders 
“i a a o*®§ : 
‘ a as wie ue from France and Czechoslovakia. But even when a number of Austrian 
| = E g z g e 3 and Czech interests in Yugoslavia were added to its total in 1938-39, 
‘lh $3 oe 8 Dg et ee ee es £ a 5 the German share of Yugoslav foreign investment capital amounted to 
| . eA ee ie ecb eg ee ama only.1.1 percent.” A considerable rise in the Western. but ngn-German 
& o.4 £ share of joint stock in Yugoslav enterprises had already occurred ‘(see 
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Table 6.3. Foreign investment in Yugoslavia, 1928 and 1936 


Percent share of torf 
joint stock investrrient 


Sector 1928 1936 
Banking 6.4 11.1 
Trade 3.3 30.2 
Industry 20.2 52.8 
Transport and communications 1.9 13.1 
Insurance 0.1 51.7 
Public finance 67.7 

Other 0.4 


Source: John R, Lampe and Marvin R. Jackson, Balkan Economic History, 1550- 
1950 (Bloomington, Ind.: Indiana University Press, 1982), 438 and 509-10. 


rigors of international convertibility that Stojadinovi¢ had worked to 
achieve in the mid-1920s. Schacht’s bilateral clearing agreements 
offered an artificial exchange rate that paid prices 30 percent above 
world levels. They were an ideal vehicle for such protection. From 1935 
to 1938, the share of Yugoslav trade tied to clearing accounts climbed 
from 60 to 80 percent. At the same time, note issue through the central 
bank jumped by one-third. So did deposits in state banks, particularly 
the mortgage bank, to provide two-thirds of all loanable funds. The 
resulting rise in real industrial output averaged 10.7 percent a year for 
1936-39, but derived more from the newer metallurgical and chemical 
production of Bosnia and Serbia than from the older Slovenian and 
Croatian enterprises that had prospered during the 1920s.”4 As war 
drew nearer in the late 1930s, a half-dozen enterprises in Serbia and 
several in Bosnia received the largest share of rising state investment 
in military production for the army and air force. Such regional con- 
centration of investment, in a Depression decade where any gait Was 
Assuitied to Be Soineone else’s loss, did not go unnoticed in Croatia. 


Nazi Germany as a diplomatc dead end 


Growing commercial dependence did not mean German control of 
the Yugoslav economy, contrary to the assumption of many Western 
observers at the time. But the gamble on the greater German market 
was also a gamble on Hitler’s Germany as better insurance for improv- 
ing relations with Italy and other neighbors than Britain or France, let 
alone the Little Entente, could provide. 
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Stojadinovi¢ had taken office promising to improve the often trou- 
bled relations with those neighbors. He shared the disillusion with the 
French connection that had spread after the long-awaited loan of 1931 
failed to provide new markets, military supplies, or diplomatic support. 
Then came Aleksandar’s assassination and the French government's 


Leet sree ang meet, 


and Hungarian involvement at at 


Na py tane 


a ie a te 


pa Nant tea meer, 


Vif the stage was indeed set for Yugoslav movement toward the 
German side, there remains the controversial question of how much 
Stojadinovi¢ himself sympathized with the Nazi regime.” Certainly he 
expressed admiration for Hitler as a political leader and propagandist, 
both qualities on which he prided Himself He also appreciated the ~ 
Nazis’ anti-Communism, especially after Czechoslovakia’s 1935 treaty 
“with the Soviet Union. To Stojadinovié, that pact discredited the Little 
Entente for good. The shrewd Italian foreign minister, Count Ciano, 
did judge him to be a fascist “by virtue of his conception of authority; 
of the state, and of life.” Yet Stojadinovié lacked a fascist ‘program o1 or: 
‘even & fascisr disposition to act arbitrarily without consultation or sup- 
port. Where is the evidence of a corporatist plan to reshape Yugoslavia’s 
state and society, of an expansionist foreign policy, or even of a readi- 
ness to silence domestic opponents or perceived ethnic adversaries by 
force? As for his rhetoric, Stojadinovic called the assassination attempt 
against him in 1936 “fascist methods” and spoke of the need to “return 
to democratic and civil freedoms.” 

What does emerge is the picture of a political opportunist who bet on 
Nazi Germany for immediate economic advantage, in the belief that 
Germany would have no wider geopolitical purpose in threatening 
Yugoslavia. When Hitler himself received the prime minister during 
a January 1938 visit to Berlin, Stojadinovi¢ made much of the Fihrer’s 
comment to him that “in the Balkans, we want nothing more than an 
open door for our economy.” Stojadinovi¢ replied that Austria was a 
purely German matter. Even after the Munich pact that October, Hitler 
seemed to him to be a man of peace who needed only “a colony or 

” before readily turning to the architectural redesign of Berlin and 
Munich that were presumed to be his real passions. In the mearitime, 
with words reminiscent of British Prime Minister Neville Chamber- 
lain’s ill-starred celebration of the Munich pact, Stojadinovic¢ claimed 
that he had ensured “peace on our borders.” 

Measures of gratitude and dissembling doubtless mixed in with the 
Yugoslav prime minister’s misjudgment of Hitler’s intentions. Hider had 
personally persuaded Mussolini to reach an understanding with. h_Yugo- 
slavia i in 1936 and pushed the Horthy regime in Hungary to to concentrate 


i 
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on their minority problems with Czechoslovakia. The large German 
minority in the Yugoslay Vojvodina was urged to remain quiet. Mus- 
solini immediately made a speech calling for better relations between 


the two neighbors and a meen Spots out the details was signed i in 


March 1937. Those details included Mussolini’s explicit agreement to 
ee ;: é - 7 


continue the Croatian Ustasa_members’. internment and’ the ban on 
Macedonian VMRO activities as well.. Then in 1938, German diplomacy 
“Giscrcetly helped to nudge a reluctant Bulgarian government into the 
so-called Balkan Entente with Greece, Turkey, and Yugoslavia. 

At the same time, Stojadinovié worked with Prince Paul to keep the 
British option open, so as not to tie the German knot too tightly. The 
prince’s trip to London in 1938 seeking subsidized trade to trim the 
dependence on Germany may have failed, but was still significant for 
having been tried. During the same October that Stojadinovic was 
celebrating his success in keeping Yugoslavia away from the threat of 
war at Munich, he also rejected a German economic emissary’s offer to 
consign half of Yugoslav exports to Germany. In return Germany would 
have processed non-ferrous ores from British or French concessions 
and provided a variety of German technical assistance-and training. 

Stojadinovi¢ was taking a calculated risk that worked as long as Hit- 
ler kept the peace. But Hitler was eager for war by 1938 and was 
furious when the Munich pact denied him the chance.” After his chance 
finally came in 1939, distant Yugoslavia did not remain outside the 
reach of Germany’s geopolitical priorities nor beyond Hitler’s readiness 
to achieve them by force of arms. 


Balance sheet for the first Yugoslavia, 1921-1939 


By the start of the Second World War in September 1939, the first 
Yugoslavia had existed as a sovereign state for less than two decades. 
Although the idea of a Yugoslay state had by then gained greater accept- 
ance, the idea itself could not, as Joseph Rothschild concludes, create 
political consensus. He assigns the major responsibility for this failure 
to Serbian politicians for “squandering the moral capital that Serbia’s 
heroic performance in World War I had earned for Yugoslavia.” But 
the Croatian policy of boycott, he adds, helped account for the often 
cited Serb predominance in the officer corps, civil service, and cabinet 
positions ~ 452 of the 656 ministers serving between 1921 and 1939 
versus 26 party-approved Croats and 111 unapproved. 

Serbian and Croatian politicians produced a political culture not 
unlike that of nineteenth-century France. No party was large enough to 
win a parliamentary majority, and few of their leaders were tolerant 
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enough of the other parties to work together for a coalition for long 
unless they were in opposition. Such a stalemate tempted King 
Aleksandar to rule like Louis Napoleon on the basis of restoring order, 
under an initial dictatorship and then with the aid of arranged elections. 
The Second World War made sure that Yugoslavia of the 1930s, unlike 
France of the 1860s, would have no chance to reestablish its political 
parties in the next decade. Ethnic disputes as well as international 
pressures crippled the coalition of shadow parties that tried to emerge 
after 1934. Their failure to come together created an opening for the 
new sort of non-party coalition that Aleksandar had wanted and the 
Second World War allowed Tito to construct. This eminently Euro- 
pean political culture flawed the first Yugoslavia, together with regional 
disputes 6véf ethnic representation and the absence of a coherent pro- 
gram for economic integration from any political quarter. 

The record of economic growth (still short of self-sustaining develop- 
ment), land reform, public education, intellectual and religious free- 
dom, and even the rule of law was positive for Yugoslavia as a whole. 
Yet the reality or perception of regional imbalance clouded every area 
of advance. Although the authoritarian regime of the 1930s relaxed its 
initial centralization of the Islamic hierarchy and restored relative 
autonomy to the Bosnian Muslims, religious freedom otherwise failed 
to reassure the Catholic Croat and Serbian Orthodox clergy about one 
another. The “legal federalism” cited in chapter 5 endured for Croats 
and Slovenes as well as for Serbs. They were proportionally represented 
among the country’s regional and district judges in 1937. Bosnian 
Muslims and Albanians were conspicuously absent. 

Against such ethnic imbalance, the Wilsonian optimism that trusted 
universal suffrage and constitutional safeguards to create a transcending 
democratic consensus did not prove any more successful than in most 
of interwar Europe. As elsewhere, pre-1914 tolerance and faith in the 
future survived through a free-standing, intellectual or cultural flowering, 
but lost out in political life. The clearest casualty was the suspicion of 
state power shared by nineteenth-century liberals and twentieth-century 
conservatives. 


Economic development and industry 


The new state’s economy grew at a respectable rate across the interwar 
period, despite the lack of prewar crade and transport links made worse 
during the First World War by the damages done to infrastructure. If 
the 1909-12 average for Gross Domestic Produce is 100, the detailed 
calculations of Ivo Vinski show recovery from 93 to 104 for 1920-23, a 
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jump to 141 by 1929, and recovery from the 1932 Depression low of 
122 to 145 by 1936 and to 168 by 1939. These index numbers put 
Yugoslavia’s economs growth per capita in the upper ranks 3 inter- 
war Eastern Europe.”* 

A small but growing industnal sector accounted for about, two-thirds 
of this increase. It came from light manufacturing in Croatia and Slovenia 
during the 1920s and from metallurgy and mining in Bosnia, Kosovo, 
and Macedonia during the 1930s. Manufacturing grew almost twice 
as fast — 4.8 versus 2.6 percent a year ~ for 1918-28 as for 1929-38 
overall, but in the latter period metallurgy and mining led all of South- 
eastern Europe with annual increases that averaged 10 percent. These 
sectors were primarily responsible for boosting industrial production 
by 31 percent between 1936 and 1939. British and French investment 
provided most of the capital in joint-stock enterprises for processing 
non-ferrous minerals, and new German investment, as we have just 
seen, for ferrous metallurgy. This European capital made up for the 
significant reduction in commercial bank funding, foreign and domes- 
tic, available to manufacturing after the 1920s. It increased the share 
of foreign investment in industrial joint-stock companies from 20 to 
52 percent. The one sector of light manufacturing to move ahead during 
the 1930s also advanced the regional tilt away from Croatia. This was 
textile production, buoyed by tariff protection to become Yugoslavia’s 
most successful import substitute. Lower wages and taxes in Serbia and 
especially Macedonia began encouraging firms from Croatia to move 
there, or new ones to open. The shift compounded the Croatian per- 
cepuon of discrimination created by Stojadinovi¢’s aforementioned state 
investments in Bosnia and Serbia.”’ 

While industry had grown to account for perhaps 30 percent of 
national income by 1938, its workers still earned slightly less than 
30 percent of that income. Poor working conditions for men and especially 
for women drove the number of strike days for 1936 up to twice their 
total of the decade before, although it was barely one-fifth of the 1920 
figure. Industry still lagged far behind agriculture in creating employ- 
ment. In an economically active population of nearly 7 million, manu- 
facturing enterprises provided just 300,000 jobs and the mining sector 
less than 50,000 — a total of 5 percent. Table 6.4 records the preeminence 
of agricultural employment, still growing in absolute numbers. Two- 
thirds of the peasants worked smallholdings of less than 5 hectares 
(12.5 acres) according to the last interwar census in 1931. Thus, the 
rural share of total population — 76 percent in 1921 and 75 percent 
in 1938 — hardly budged during the interwar period. That total had 
in the meantime risen from 12 million to 15.5 million, boosting the 
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population density from 48.1 to 62.2 per square kilometer. Competi- 
tion for good land grew fiercer, particularly in Bosnia-Hercegovina, 
which recorded the largest jump (36.9 to 52.9). 


Agnculture and land reform 


Agricultural output made slower but still measurable progress dunng 
the interwar period. Per capita growth exceeded 1 percent for most 
years, with the bad harvest of 1926-27 the most notable exception. 
Cereals and industrial crops led an overall rise of nearly 20 percent for 
all crop value from 1926-30 to 1936-38. Animal products held steady 
after nearly recovering from the severe losses of the First World War. 
Regional disparities between the grain-surplus areas in the north and 
the grain-deficit areas to the south (one axis that did not divide Serbia 
from Croatia) kept the average area of crop cultivation per capita down 
to one-half the Bulgarian or Romanian average of 1 hectare. Table 6.4 
reflects a share of national income for peasants with holdings under 
5 hectares that was only one-half their 54 percent share of the eco- 
nomically active population. As in Bulgaria, peasant families reacted 
to limited incomes by reducing their size, dropping the overall birth 
rate from 34,2 per 1,000 for 1926-30 to 27.4 by 1936-40. 

The perception of regional disparity grew not from these aggregate 
numbers, unnoticed at the time, but from the land reform of 1919-21. 
It took a long time to implement, as noted in chapter 5, and was widely 
believed to have reduced efficiency in Dalmatia and Slavonia. The 
colonate system of sharecropping persisted in Dalmatia into the 1930s; 
the rate of compensation to previous owners was not even fixed until 
1933 and then at too high a rate for the state budget to afford. The 
large Slavonian estates had been sold off by the mid-1920s to financial 
interests who delayed the fixing of maximum holdings and compensa- 
tion into the early 1930s. The smallholdings carved from such estates 
were finally given their titles during the depths of the Depression. They 
were understandably less efficient and profitable than the original prop- 
erties. In Bosnia and Macedonia, landlord rents due on arable crops 
ended only after peasants received full title in the late 1920s. The 
leading Western specialist on interwar agriculture in Eastern Europe, 
Doreen Warriner, reckoned that farm incomes rose thereafter by 50 
percent. The Croatian Peasant Party opposed the implementation of the 
reform from the start partly because a member of the Serb-dominated 
Democratic Party was made minister for land reform. In this way, 
Warriner noted, the otherwise successful transfer of 2 million hectares 
to 637,000 families also added to the Serb-Croat conflict.2* And, as 
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Table 6.4. Distribution of income in 1938 


Wages, satfties, and 
Economically active entrepreneurial 


population incomé 

(in millions 
Occupation thousands) percent of dinars’ percent 
Agriculture 
Peasants and agricultural workers 2,113 31 8,003 13 
Peasants holding 2—5 hectares 1,631 24 9,185 15 
Peasants holding 5—20 hectares 1,560 23 13,346 21 
Peasants holding over 20 hectares 124 2 2,671 4 
Others 263 4 499 1 
Non-agriculture 
Non-agricultural wage-earners 453 7 3,488 
Salaried employees and public servants 357 5 6,858 I 
Artisans and minor entrepreneurs 296 4 5,726 
Senior government officials (including 

high clergy and Royal Court) 19 0 1,120 2 

High managenal staff 12 0 760 1 
Professions 20 0 980 2 
Major entrepreneurs 79 1 9,645 15 
Total 6,927 100 62,281 100 


* Excludes income onginating from the ownership of dwellings. 

° 1938 value in dinars. 

Source: Lenard J. Cohen, The Socialist Pyramid: Elites and Power in Yugoslavia (Oakville, 
Ont.: Mosaic Press, 1989), 102. 


some Croatian critics of the Yugoslav state complained at the time, so 
did the hard evidence of Croatian peasant poverty persuasively assem- 
bled by Rudolf Bicani¢ in his detailed 1937 study of the “passive,” or 
the food-deficit regions, Kako ivi narod (How the people live). 


Public education and employment 


The classic liberal prescription for rural poverty was of course providing 
the higher education needed to move away from it. By Balkan stand- 
ards, interwar Yugoslav averages of funds spent on education were 
respectable despite their small share of the state budget -- less than 
6 percent in 1938. They upped the percentage of primary school 
enrollments to 51.5 percent of five-to-fourteen-year-olds by 1938-39, 
overcoming a long-standing Bulgarian lead. Illiteracy fell accordingly 
from over 48 percent in 1929 to 38 percent by 1937. Secondary school 
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students were 17.2 percent of their age group, the highest proportion in 
Southeastern Europe, although university enrollment still struggled to 
reach 1 percent. Among university students, 40 percent were now en- 
rolled in scientific or technical departments rather than the law faculties 
that had attracted a large majority of students during the 1920s. The 
rates of school attendance and literacy in Bosnia, Macedonia, and Kosovo 
lagged far behind these modestly promising averages. In addition, there 
was little progress in the introduction of new school textbooks that had 
been promised since 1929 to replace the prewar volumes. For Kosovo 
and Macedonia, the old Serbian texts whose bias was noted in chapter 
3 continued in use. Wrangling between Serb, Croat, and Slovene edu- 
cators kept any new textbooks from entering classrooms until 1937.?’ 
Shrinking opportunities for public employment, still the major job 
opportunity for secondary or university graduates, posed a further prob- 
lem for Serbia. Peasant families who managed to send their sons off 
to the local gimmazija or, more rarely, to university in Belgrade, did 
so with an official’s future in mind. After 1933, however, the steady 
increase in state employment that had begun with the royal dictatorship 
in 1929 came to an end. Career officers in Southeastern Europe’s 
largest army (800,000 if fully mobilized) were cut by one-fourth to 
28,000. The interwar pattern gave Serbs roughly two-thirds of all offi- 
cial positions, civil and military. Only Slovenes joined the Serbs in 
exceeding their share of the population and then only in civilian positions. 


Intellectuals and the Yugoslav idea 


Against the combination of an intolerant political culture and regional 
imbalances, Wilsonian liberal assumptions of a democratic future in a 
multi-ethnic state had littke chance of survival by the 1930s. Their 
advocates nonetheless continued to play a leading intellectual role in 
Belgrade, Ljubljana, and Sarajevo. Only in Zagreb, despite or perhaps 
because of its position as the longest-standing university center, did the 
clerical right and the Communist left, plus the Peasant Party’s middle 
position, leave virtually no room for what Miloslav Janicijevi¢ has called 
the liberal intelligentisa.”® 

In Belgrade, according to his unique survey of Yugoslavia’s interwar 
intellectuals, some three-quarters of university faculty opposed the con- 
servatives of the Serbian Radical Party, and their grounding of all 
authority in the state and the Orthodox Church. Nor was there broad 
support for the notion of an ethnically pure Serbia, most notoriously 
advanced in the 1937 proposal of the Agrarian Union’s Vasa Cubrilovi¢ 
to expel all Albanians from Kosovo. (The Stojadinovic government 
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had, however, signed an agreement with Turkey in 1938, never imple- 
mented for lack of funds, to accept up to 200,000 Albanian immigrants 
and thereby reduce the number in Kosovo by as much as one-third.) A 
majority of the faculty wished instead to be part of the Europeagf main- 
stream, which many had discovered during prewar travels ,or during 
time spent at French universities under special wartime dispensations 
given to Serbian officers. By the 1930s, such people spoke of the need 
for a modern European society based on “the productive individual” 
rather than “state power.” They were joined by the bulk of the city’s 
considerable literary and artistic élite, including—dramatist Branislav 
Nu&ié and poet Isadora Sekulié. But these intellectuals took virtually 
no part in politics, other than the small number who had joined the 
Republican Party of the 1920s or supported the Agrarian Union. Their 
interest in the Serbian peasantry was usually minimal. 

Their students actively sought a new political direction and moved 
increasingly toward the Yugoslav Communist Party, once it had aban- 
doned separatism for non-Serbs. The Spanish Civil War, in particular, 
had fired their imaginations. Hence the concentrated communist at- 
tacks on now anti-modernist writer MiloS Crnjanski. By the 1930s he 
had entered Yugoslavia’s diplomatic service and dispatched allegedly 
pro-Fascist reports from his posting to General Franco’s headquarters. 

Crnjanski’s sort of detachment from party politics was rare in Zagreb, 
where the Croatian Peasant Party attracted intellectual interest and pol- 
itical support. Macek had said, “We are the people, not a class.” By 1935, 
urban intellectuals and officials made up 44 percent of the party’s 
representatives, an increase from just one-third in the 1920s. At this 
later date, the party had strengthened its stranglehold on the Croatian 
political spectrum, but at the cost of accepting the clerical alliance that 
Radié had always resisted. Clerics led by the young Jesuit-trained Alojzije 
Stepinac, already archbishop by 1937, were less imbued with the Catholic 
internationalism that some Serbian historians have subsequently em- 
phasized than with opposition to any political framework outside of 
Croatia, whether Yugoslav or Communist. 

The clerics’ most formidable opposition came, not from the tiny 
number of Zagreb-based “Yugoslavs,” but instead from a growing 
Croatian left, led less by such Communist activists as August Cesarac 
than by the versatile and hugely talented writer Miroslav Krleza. Born 
in Zagreb and an urban creature to his toes, KrleZa doubted that the 
peasant question was the key to Yugoslav politics. He questioned Radi¢’s 
assumption that peasant solidarity could solve the Serb—Croat problem 
and called “unthinkable” the notion that a nineteenth-century Serbian 
utopian like Svetozar Markovi¢ and his ideas of communal democracy 
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could appeal to Croats. Crnjanski was his favorite target among con- 
temporary Serbs. And within the small Communist party, KrieZa con- 
tinued to joust against the confines of Soviet-style socialist realism, 
enough to earn condemnation from Tito himself as a “helper of 
Trotskyists” by 1939, University students not attracted by the Ustasa 
or clerical appeals were drawn instead toward his brand of intellectual 
Marxism, rather than to Belgrade’s Communist activism. 

After fading into the background during the 1920s, Slovenian liberals 
stepped forward during the 1930s. They broke with literary critic Josip 
Vidmar over his idea that Slovenia possessed a language and culture 
separate from “unnatural, uncultured, and unreal” Yugoslavism. The 
aging liberals attracted small-town but not peasant support for their 
counterattack. They argued for free enterprise and said it was best 
secured in a single Yugoslav market and state, given the growing Ger- 
man threat to peace. Their slogans, however appealing today, attracted 
less support than the liberal movement inside the clerical party (SLS). 
True, Monsignor Korogec remained unchallenged as leader of this larg- 
est party and head of its cooperative network. But the young Eduard 
Kocbek used his new literary journal, Dejanje, to push the party toward 
more internal democracy and away from the conservative, anti-Semitic 
Korosec, charging that “Slovenian clericalism is closer to the Japanese 
Communist Party than to Slovenian liberalism.” Among the large bloc 
of socialist supporters, the Communist Edvard Kardelj was able to 
push aside the Masaryk-trained group that drew on Czech principles of 
social democracy. The Masaryk group argued against central planning 
under the dictatorship of the proletariat and for decentralized workers’ 
self-management, as the better alternative to private enterprise. Kardelj, 
its post-1950 champion, resisted the notion at this time. 

For Bosnia-Hercegovina, the 1930s saw Sarajevo’s cultural milieu 
continue to welcome all comers.”* The poet Tin Ujevié arrived in 1930. 
An artists’ colony had already attracted noted painters. The separate 
educational societies for Serbs, Muslims, Croats, and Jews from the 
prewar period cooperated more rather than less. The Muslims’ Gajret 
pursued cooperation with Serbs in particular. Their leaders and the 
main political party, Mehmed Spaho’s Yugoslav Muslim Organization, 
favored turning away from the emphasis on Islam and traditional ways 
of the prewar landlords’ élite. Both Muslim organizations and the few 
Communists began to speak of a multi-ethnic Bosnia as a model for the 
rest of Yugoslavia. But too many Serbs or Croats who might have 
joined them in this broader view had either died in the war or had gone 
to Belgrade or Zagreb, the start of a migration that would resume with 
greater intensity by the 1970s. Most of those remaining flocked to the 
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right wings of the Serbian Radical or Independent Radical parties on 
one side and of the Croatian Peasant Party or the UstaSa on the other. 
They could agree only on their fears of a Muslim predominance } the 
governing or educated élite of Sarajevo and other towns, an Bae 
preview of coming attractions. / 


From Serb-Croat Sporazum to Tripartite Pact, 
1939-1941 


Only once during the history of the first Yugoslavia did Serbian and 
Croatian representatives agree on the restructuring of the state. And 
then external forces inadvertently combined to encourage a hasty set of 
terms whose imposition only insured further dissatisfaction. Without 
Hitler’s war plans, however, that dissatisfaction might not have de- 
stroyed the state. 


Serb—Croat agreement 


By January 1939, Prince Paul had lost confidence in Milan Stojadinovi¢’s 
ability to resolve the impasse with Macek and his Croatian Peasant 
Party deputies. Maéek rejected Paul’s overtures to bring his HSS dep- 
uties to Belgrade as long as Stojadinovi¢ remained as prime minister. In 
February the prince asked the less assertive Dragig§a Cvetkovi¢, previ- 
ously minister of social welfare and then head of the new state workers’ 
union, JUGORAS, to form a government. In order to reassure a Nazi 
government that had come to value Stojadinovié as an agreeable foreign 
minister, Paul put the current ambassador to Germany, Aleksandar 
Cincar-Markovi¢, into that position. Mussolini was not reassured. He 
rushed to occupy Albania in April 1939 before the new government 
could renege on Stojadinovic’s promise to allow him a free hand there 
in return for restraining the UstaSa. 

In the meantime, the new government dutifully pursued the agree- 
ment with Maéek for which it had been installed. The Croatian leader, 
in Joseph Rothschild’s apt phrase, “was simultaneously heating three 
mutually incompatible irons m his political fire.” One was indeed re- 
conciliation with the prince’s government, but the second was the “united 
front from below” which he had agreed to form with Serbia’s opposi- 
tion leaders (the Opposition Bloc). The third revolved around explora- 
tory talks with Mussolini’s foreign minister, Count Ciano, about Italian 
support for Croatian independence. Much ado has been made about 
these talks over the years, with each party claiming that the other initi- 
ated them and disputing whether Maéek sought support for a confederal 
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or an independent Croatia.*° More importantly for the fate of the first 
Yugoslavia, Maéek soon decided against relying on either the Itahan 
connection or the Serbian opposition. 

Over the threatening summer of 1939, both sides hurried to reach 
some agreement. Maéek worried about the internal problems of rising 
UstaSa support in Croatia and the weak showing by his Serbian allies in 
the 1938 elections. Prince Paul worried about external pressures. The 
Nazi military might displayed for him during his June trip to Berlin 
only convinced him that war was coming. Yugoslavia’s gold reserves 
were dispatched to New York the next month, not to return for nearly 
a decade. On August 20, less than two weeks before Hitler’s attack on 
Poland, Maéek and Cvetkovi¢ finally came to terms. 

Their Sporazum, or agreement, divided Yugoslavia on terms reminis- 
cent of the 1867 Ausgleich between Austria and Hungary. It created a 
separate Croatian banovina that encompassed roughly 30 percent of 
the kingdom’s territory and population. Croatia now included not only 
Dalmatia from the former Primorje but added Dubrovnik from Zeta, 
some of the former Military Border from Vrbas, two parts of the Srem 
including Vukovar from Dunav, and three parts from Drina that cut a 
border across Bosnia from Bréko south to Travnik and Mostar (see 
map 6.1). The banovina’s population of 4.4 million included 168,000 
Muslims mainly in Bosnia-Hercegovina and 866,000 Serbs. Leaders of 
the Serb minority had not been consulted, and many Serbs feared for 
their indeterminate position in the new banate. Bosnian Muslims dis- 
covered that their presence in the districts assigned to Croatia had 
simply not been counted; only the ratio of Croats to Serbs was used. 
The new leader of the Yugoslav Muslim Organization, replacing Mehmed 
Spaho who had just died, put the best face on the agreement by calling 
it the prelude to a separate confederal arrangement between Bosnia and 
Croatia. 

The government of this confederal Croatia was to consist of its own 
elected Sabor and a Ban appointed by the monarchy. The Regent Paul 
promptly named the trusted Ivan Subaii¢, a Croat who had served with 
the Serbian army at the Salonika Front in the First World War and who 
would return to play a brief part after the Second World War. Budget- 
ary and internal affairs were to be autonomous, but there were no 
specific provisions for minority rights (as there would be none in the 
Croatian constitution of 1991). The Belgrade government retained 
control of foreign affairs, foreign trade, defense, and going beyond 
the Ausgleich’s terms for Austria-Hungary, transportation and com- 
munications. The central govemment’s authority over the remaining 
banates was unaffected. Debate raged, especially in Belgrade, about their 
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territorial and even administrative reorganization to include a com- 
parable Serbian banovina, but nothing was done before the war. Nor 
did elections to the new Croatian Sabor or for a new SkupSjina in 
Belgrade ever take place. Macek and the four designated HS$’mem- 
bers did, however, join the reconstructed Cvetkovic governipent. 

Opposition to the agreement spread from Serbs and Bosnian Mus- 
lims in the new Croatian banate to others, but its importance should 
not be exaggerated. While delaying the new elections that the Sporazum 
had promised, domestic disagreement over the deal probably would not 
have destroyed the first Yugoslavia in the absence of the Nazi invasion. 
But a more confederal structure with Serbian and possibly Slovenian 
banates joining the Croatian one might have emerged as the only basis 
for a longterm agreement. The sources of opposition — in ascending 
order of their importance to the state’s survival - were the Communist 
Party, the Croatian UstaSa, the Serbian Cultural Club, and Serbia’s 
Democratic Party.”’ 

Membership in the illegal KPJ had risen from the start of the Popular 
Front period of Communist opposition to Nazi Germany and con- 
solidation of its leadership in the hands of Josip Broz Tito by 1937. The 
policy of preserving Yugoslavia within its existing borders won student 
support in Belgrade. The appearance of a formally separate Communist 
Party of Croatia attracted attention in Zagreb. The few thousand mem- 
bers in 1934 increased to more than 6,000 by late 1939 and then 8,000 
by early 1941, with several times that many sympathizers. The Serb- 
Croat agreement and the Hitler-Stalin pact of August 1939 were both 
setbacks for the KPJ. Its members tried that autumn to sabotage army 
mobilization in Macedonia, Kosovo, and Montenegro according to the 
new Comintem line, but failed miserably. The Sporazum took away the 
chance, however unrealistic, of a “united front from above” with Macéek’s 
HSS and the Serbian opposition. The Yugoslav Communist Party’s for- 
tunes revived in 1940 with the Comintern’s quiet approval of a “united 
front from below” to oppose the Axis powers despite the Soviet pact 
with Nazi Germany. It also allowed the KPJ to condemn the Sporazum 
particularly for its treatment of non-Serbs outside of Croatia. 

Tito’s impressively orchestrated fifth national party conference of the 
KPJ in a Zagreb suburb in October 1940 included the first Mace- 
donian, albeit pro-Bulgarian, central committee member and delegates 
from a growing Slovenian contingent. Although a proposal to include 
Bosnian Muslims in the list of Yugoslav ethnic groups was voted down, 
other conference resolutions promised self-determination to Montenegro 
and Macedonia, as well as to a united Bosnia-Hercegovina. But the 
disposition of none of these other territories could have threatened the 
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survival of Yugoslavia, then or later, had the Serbs and Croats agreed 
to stay together. 

The UstaSa recruited membership on the explicit assumption that the 
two peoples could not coexist even in the Sporazum’s confederation. 
The choice of “Subagi¢, the Salonika Front man” as Ban showed its 
ultranationalist members that Serbian influence was still pervasive. In 
addition they objected to the borders of the new banate, particularly 
their failure to include all of Bosnia-Hercegovina. The UstaSa claimed 
it not only as historic Croatian land but, more ominously, on the basis 
that Bosnian Muslims and some Serbs were originally Croats. The 
Sporazum allowed UstaSa members to return from Italy and to recruit 
new supporters at Zagreb University and in other centers of support — 
Mostar, Travnik, Gospi¢, Vukovar, and Split. Still, actual membership 
of the Usta8a remained small, perhaps 2,000, with half in Zagreb plus 
another 250, including the poglavnik, Ante Pavelic, still in Italy. Mem- 
bers were also divided between pro-German and pro-Italian factions. 
Estimates of their popular support in Croatia barely exceeded 5 percent. 

Opposition to the Sporazum in Serbia soon swelled to a larger if 
undetermined fraction of public opinion. Its smallest source was the 
openly fascist Zbor Party of Dimitrije Ljotic. A lawyer who ended his 
brief tenure as minister of justice in 1931 when the king rejected his 
proposed constitution as too authoritarian, Ljotic founded the Zbor, or 
Rally Party, in 1935. He won no seats and a bare 1 percent of votes 
cast in the next two elections. By 1940 his violent opposition to the 
Sporazum attracted perhaps 5,000 members and a student organization 
of Beli Orlovi (White Eagles, the same name adopted by Vojislav Seilj 
for the paramilitary units he sent into Bosnia in 1992). In December 
the regent’s regime came down hard on the movement, interning sev- 
eral hundred members and forcing Ljoti¢ into hiding.” 

The larger Serbian opposition by far came from two sources that had 
different but significant changes in mind for any confederal Yugoslavia. 
To some extent their memberships overlapped. These were the Serbian 
Cultural Club, founded by respected lawyer and historian Slobodan 
Jovanovié and others in 1937, and the Democratic Party. One club 
member called the Sporazum a “Serbian Munich” because of the Serb 
minority, particularly in Bosnia, included in the Croatian banate. Demo- 
cratic leader Milan Grol withdrew his party’s earlier support for a sepa- 
rate Bosnia-Hercegovina and now demanded that the sections not in 
the Croatian banate be included in a single Serbian banate. Grol’s 
vision of Serbia also included the Vojvodina and “the backbone of the 
national organism,” Macedonia. Where Slovenia would fit in such a 
division of the rest of the country was not discussed. The leading 
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Slovenian politician and Prince Paul’s close confidant, Monsignor 
KoroSec, had died in December 1940. Even without war, some new 
but still confederal structure was likely once Aleksandar’s si gaa 
became king on his eighteenth birthday in September 1941. 


7 


Tripartite Pact and war 


The Stojadinovi¢ strategy had been to prevent war with Italy by rely- 
ing on Germany’s lack of military interest in the Balkans. By 1940 
the Cvetkovic government saw no effective way to escape this strategy, 
which included a rearmament program based on deliveries of Czech as 
well as German equipment. Now Czech deliveries had come under 
Nazi control, as had Italian policy for the time being. Count Ciano 
tried again to tempt Macek into an agreement over an independent 
Croatia and an Italian Dalmatia, but got nowhere. When Mussolini lost 
patience and proposed to attack both Yugoslavia and Greece in March 
of 1940, Hitler abruptly told him to stay out of the Balkans. This was 
to be the last dividend paid from Stojadinovic’s portfolio. 

Prince Paul and his prime minister spent the next twelve months 
trying to escape the sort of formal commitment to Nazi Germany that 
would be required for any further dividends.** The threatened Italian 
attack prompted the regent to explore closer links with Britain and 
France. He was particularly concerned about the security of Salonika. 
General Weygand offered to dispatch a force of French troops to the 
northern Greek port, but the Chamberlain government would not have 
it. Then the Nazi blitzkrieg of May swept away the French army and 
government. The shock in Belgrade prodded the anti-Communist re- 
gime to seek out diplomatic relations with the Soviet Union. Negoti- 
ations at Ankara in late June ended the longest-standing refusal of any 
successor state to establish relations with the USSR. Whether an earlier 
tie could have offered the Kingdom of Yugoslavia any greater security 
is of course doubtful. 

Mussolini finally drew Hitler into the Balkans with his ill-considered 
invasion of Greece on October 28, 1940. The Italian advance quickly 
bogged down and tumed into retreat. German troops had just been 
dispatched to North Africa to reverse the mauling that large numbers 
of poorly trained and equipped Italian troops were taking at the hands 
of a small British expeditionary force. Once in North Africa, German 
commanders wanted supplies sent by the shortest route, which ran 
through Yugoslavia and Greece. The Churchill government that came 
to power during the fall of France needed to protect its one force 
effectively fighting the Nazis. London made the decision in February 
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1941 to send several divisions to northern Greece, not to the border 
but southwest of Salonika along the Aliakmon river. 

Some Western scholars have argued that the British decision to enter 
Greece was the final blow to what otherwise might have been a suc- 
cessful effort to keep Yugoslavia out of the war. The most detailed 
Yugoslav account counters that as early as July 1940, Hitler had turned 
against Yugoslavia, despite his refusal to give Mussolini a green light to 
attack later that year.** This seems doubtful, but we may speculate that 
even wholehearted adherence to the Tripartite Pact would not have 
saved Yugoslavia from an obligation to the German war effort like that 
of Bulgaria, which declared war on Britain and the United States as 
well as providing supplies and full transit rights. 

The regent and the Cvetkovi¢ government must be credited with 
doing all that they could to stay out of the German-Japanese alliance 
that became the Tripartite Pact when Italy joined in September 1940, 
Hungary’s Horthy government signed up that month as well, but Yugo- 
slavia’s adherence would be more useful. It would rebuff any British or 
Russian presence in the Balkans as well as shortening supply lines to 
North Africa. General Milan Nedi¢, the Yugoslav army commander 
and a German sympathizer from the Scojadinovi¢ era, proposed that 
Yugoslavia join the Axis powers. To cement the bond, the Yugoslav 
army should then seize Salonika from Greece to prevent the entry of 
British troops. The regent dismissed Nedi¢ on November 5, just as the 
Cvetovic government began to arrange for the surreptitious supply of 
munitions and horses to the Greek army. The British and now the 
American embassies offered belated encouragement. William Donovan 
visited Belgrade in January as President Roosevelt’s representative to 
deliver just such a message. These efforts helped sustain the govern- 
ment’s resolve to resist the pact until March 1941. 

But as Prince Paul told the American ambassador, Arthur Bliss Lane, 
“You big nations are hard. You talk of our honor, but you are far 
away.”*»> The Bulgarian government’s adherence to the pact on March 
1 and the subsequent arrival there of 350,000 German troops made it 
impossible for the regent and his regime to hold out any longer. The 
prince refused to sign on the spot during a secret visit to Berchtesgaden 
on March 4. Afterwards, Foreign Minister Joachim von Ribbentrop 
formally amended the German offer to exclude the passage of German 
troops (but not supplies) through Yugoslavia or any request for military 
assistance. A secret provision promised Yugoslavia subsequent “free 
access” to Salonika, a German blandishment that seems not to have 
persuaded Belgrade as much as anticipated. Even after agreeing, the 
Cvetkovic government instructed its ambassador in Berlin, Ivo Andric, 
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to delay a promise of signing. Its intelligence sources, like a number of 
others, had heard rumors of an impending German attack on the Soviet 
Union. The invasion might have sidetracked further pressures, but it 
did not come soon enough. On March 25, the Cvetkovi¢ goyérmment 
formally signed the Tripartite Pact despite its repeated warpings to the 
German ambassador about the Serbian public’s reaction to joining a 
side that they still saw as their enemy from the First World War. 

Two days later, Serbia’s political spectrum and the Belgrade public 
gave full support to the military coup that overthrew the Cvetkovi¢ 
government and proclaimed the still underage Petar king in place of 
the regent. The March 27 coup and Hitler’s immediate decision to 
“destroy the Yugoslav state as it currently exists” signalled the end 
of the first Yugoslavia even though German forces did not invade until 
April 6. : 


v4 World war and civil war, 1941-1945 


The Second World War shaped the second Yugoslavia even more than 
the First World War did the first. The Nazi-led dismemberment of the 
first Yugoslavia destroyed virtually all existing institutions. Without the 
opening it offered the Yugoslav Communists to champion resistance 
and to replace those institutions, Tito’s small party of 8,000 members 
could not have dreamed of taking power in 1945 and defying the Soviet 
Union a few years later. This chapter explores the connection between 
the most rapid seizure of power by any Communist regime in Eastern 
Europe and the most complex, controversial subject in the history of 
Yugoslavia, the Second World War. 

The war itself has elicited a mountain of secondary accounts, but left 
less primary evidence for an agreed, definitive history than elsewhere in 
Europe. This is particularly true of the domestic dynamics that were 
crucial to the Communist seizure of power and, most prominently, to 
Serb-Croat relations. The respective roles of Britain, the United States, 
and the Soviet Union have become clearer, but it now appears that 
none of them were decisive. 

More can be learned by concentrating on the direction of domestic 
events. First came the physical destruction of the Kingdom of Yugosla- 
via from April to June 1941. The power and brutality of the successor 
regimes that divided up the country peaked in 1942, setting the stage 
for a growing Communist advantage on rural ground by 1943-44. 
They gained their advantage, however, in a civil war with the non- 
Communist Serb resistance. That war accompanied and sometimes 
overshadowed the struggle against foreign occupiers, their collabor- 
ators, or the native fascist regime turned loose in Zagreb. 


The destruction of the first Yugoslavia 


Although the German attack of April 6, 1941, dealt the Kingdom of 
Yugoslavia a mortal blow, the details of its destruction stretched from 
late March into June. Only then was the geographic crazy quilt of 
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division complete. On June 22, Hitler’s attack on the Soviet Union 
brought the Yugoslav Communist Party (KPJ) actively into the open 
resistance that had already broken out in Hercegovina and was ¥ ady to 
erupt in Montenegro and Serbia. Wi 

If time had permitted, the leaders of the bloodless Belgrade coup of 
March 27 intended to revise the non-Croatian conditions of the 1939 
agreement governing Yugoslavia even at the risk of violent revolt from 
the Bosnian Muslims. A Serbian banovina would surely have included 
all of Bosnia-Hercegovina not under Croatia. But there was no time for 
anything. Hitler determined to destroy the new regime from the day it 
took power, despite its accommodating statements. The new prime 
minister, General DuSan Simovi¢, had commanded the large Yugoslav 
air force and was one of a number of Serbian officers being courted by 
the British Embassy. But neither Simovi¢é nor his deputy, Bora Mirkovic, 
who orchestrated the participation of military units in the coup and 
support from key figures in the Serbian Cultural Club, received enough 
support or instruction from contacts with British intelligence operatives 
in the air attaché’s office to justify any claim that London had directed 
the coup.’ Nor did it matter to Hitler that the Simovic regime was able 
to persuade Croatian leader Vladko Maéek to join their cabinet or that 
it immediately made every diplomatic effort to assure the German For- 
eign Ministry that the terms agreed to on March 25 would be strictly 
observed. 

How could Yugoslavia have remained a neutral island through 1941, 
lying as it did on the southern flank of Hitler’s Russian front and across 
the shortest route to Rommel’s Afrika Korps and the eastern Mediter- 
ranean? German preparations for Operation Maritsa, intended to oc- 
cupy all of Greece, were already in place; adding the Yugoslav campaign 
was a small, further step. British inducements to draw the Yugoslav 
army into an attack on Italian forces in Albania that spring only added 
to Hitler’s readiness to settle accounts with the “Serbian renegades” he 
blamed for starting the First World War.” The massive demonstration 
of support for the coup and for the Western allies that clogged the 
central streets of Belgrade on the morning of March 27 confirmed his 
judgment. So did Winston Churchill’s famous reaction to the coup that 
“now Yugoslavia has found its soul.” 

After the war, Communists would claim that their supporters took 
the lead and dominated the Belgrade demonstrations. Propaganda photo- 
graphs had clocks cut out of them to obscure the fact that the KPJ 
did not join these otherwise spontaneous crowds until late morning. 
Only then were their slogans demanding alliance with the Soviet Union 
seen alongside the early banners calling for “better war than pact” and 
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“better grave than slave.” Tito was in Zagreb and needed to approve a 
decision to participate that would openly flaunt the Hitler—Stalin pact 
of 1939. Perhaps Tito or other party leaders already knew of the full- 
scale German preparations for an attack on the Soviet Union, whose 
onset would obviously shatter the pact. More probably they had learned 
of the pending non-aggression treaty with the USSR that Prince Paul 
had authorized. (It would be signed hours before the German attack 
and dated the day before.} They had received Comintern instructions 
earlier, in 1940 (see chapter 6), to begin preparing a “united front from 
below” to oppose Nazi expansion, but this was to be the first act of 
open Opposition. 

A Yugoslav military attaché in Berlin had warmed the new Simovié 
regime of the German-led attack a couple days after the coup. The 
regime did nothing, but what could it have done? The Balkans’ largest 
air force of 459 planes included only 87 modern fighters to face the 
1,500 aircraft that the Germans would dispatch. Nazi troop concentra- 
tions already in Bulgaria and Hungary enabled a German force of 24 
largely mechanized German divisions to join 23 Italian and 5 Hungar- 
ian divisions to strike from all sides. They swept through a Yugoslav 
army stretched thin by the long frontier they attempted to hold. Some 
700,000 men had been mobilized, but their thirty divisions were under- 
staffed and their armament and mobility grievously deficient. These 
handicaps would have proved fatal, it should be added, even if the 
officer corps had been drawn proportionally from the major ethnic 
groups across the territory to be defended, rather than being over 
70 percent Serb. The ten-day blitzkrieg faced less opposition and found 
more collaborators in Croatia than elsewhere, but it was not noticeably 
slowed by the greater opposition encountered from scattered units in 
Serbia and Slovenia. German units lost fewer than 200 men and the 
Yugoslav forces at least 3,000.7 

The partition of the first Yugoslavia that followed is too complex 
to comprehend without looking at a map. Various annexations (see 
map 7.1) divided Slovenia between Germany and Italy and gave the 
Dalmatian coast from Zadar to Split and the Montenegrin coast to Italy, 
areas north of the Drava and Danube rivers (the Slavonian Medjumurje 
and Prekomurje, plus the Vojvodina’s Baranja and Backa, including 
Novi Sad) to Hungary, and Kosovo and western Macedonia to Italian 
Albania. Bulgaria occupied the rest of Macedonia, Italy the rest of 
Montenegro, and Germany all of Serbia, with a separate German ad- 
ministration for the Vojvodina east of the Tisza river (the Banat). Note 
also the east-west line dividing German from Italian military respon- 
sibility in what was called the Independent State of Croatia (NDH). 
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Map 7.1 Division of the former Yugoslavia, 1941-1944 


Most fateful for the future of any Yugoslav state in these first months of 
the war were conditions in the NDH and in German-occupied Serbia. 


Serbia and Kosovo 


The German attack itself inflicted far more physical damage and psy- 
chological shock on the capital of Belgrade than on any other part of 
the country. Waves of German bombers pounded the city from early 
Sunday morning to the afternoon on April 6 and returned again the 
next day, killing some 2,300 people, close to the losses suffered by the 
entire Yugoslav army. A comparable number of buildings were de- 
stroyed or heavily damaged, including the national library and many 
government facilities. All essential services were cut. The bombing 
wounded many more than it killed and prompted still more people to 
flee the city, including the leaders of government. King Petar and the 


World war and civil war, 1941-1945 205 


Simovic cabinet minus Ma¢ek and a few others reached Pale near 
Sarajevo on April 11 and flew from Nik&i¢ in Montenegro to Athens on 
April 14 and 15. 

In the first days of the occupation, the Germans made sure that there 
was no interruption in the terror administered to Belgrade and then to 
all of Serbia. After authorized looting from April 12 to 14, Nazi troops 
took direct control of all urban centers. A proclamation on April 16, 
one day before the formal surrender was signed, required all Jews to 
register with the police. Some, such as the prominent publisher Geca 
Kon, were simply executed out of hand. A number of municipal au- 
thorities were persuaded to collaborate, but the members of the new 
special police unit hastily recruited in Belgrade were Volksdeutsche from 
the Vojvodina. They joined German army units to enforce curfew and 
other regulations that amounted to martial law. Several concentration 
camps around Belgrade were soon set up for offenders. All cultural life 
quickly came under German control as well, and a single authorized 
newspaper, Novo vreme, began publication in May. 

To compound the shock throughout Serbia, the Nazi occupiers 
deported nearly 200,000 officers and men from the Yugoslav army to 
prisoner of war camps in Germany. These soldiers, like the great major- 
ity of the more than 300,000 initially captured during the German 
attack, were Serbs from Serbia. The 10,000 or more officers held in 
Germany included many reservists who together had constituted a large 
part of Serbia’s political and professional élite. 

One of the officers who had not been captured was the career army 
colonel, Draza Mihailovic. His earlier experience had scarcely prepared 
him to lead the non-Communist Serbian resistance to the occupation. 
Passed over for promotion to general because of a drunken misadven- 
ture in the First World War, he had also received several reprimands in 
the late 1930s, once for a nationalist proposal to divide the army into 
separate Serb, Croat, and Slovene units. In the April war, he narrowly 
escaped an engagement with German tanks in Bosnia and made his 
way back to the rugged west Serbian uplands with a company of men 
that numbered only thirty-one by the time they arrived at Ravna Gora 
on May 12. Thus began the odyssey of one of the most controversial 
figures of the Second World War in Yugoslavia. Mihailovié was a man 
in whom defeated Serbia and a defiant Churchill government soon 
placed exaggerated hopes. His subsequent dealings with Italian and 
German authorities raise still-debated questions of how significantly he 
collaborated with them and how much control he exercised over his 
scattered Cerntk forces. These forces would in any case lose the civil war 
started by the Croatian Usta8a and finished by Tito’s Partisans. 
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Mihailovié himself chose the name éetnik for his forces, formally 
known first as the Ravna Gora movement and later the Yugoslav Army 
in the Fatherland. Their exploits would bring “Chetnik” into the Eng- 
lish language. Taken from the Serbian and Macedonian terms/for up- 
land guerrilla bands opposing Ottoman rule, the name surfaced earlier 
during the First World War, especially among Bosnian Serb guerrillas. 
It then became the designation for local militias that King Aleksandar 
allowed to reemerge informally after his 1929 decree had disbanded the 
Croatian Serbs’ and Serbia’s two formal organizations. Together the 
two had huge, inactive membership lists of close to one-half million 
men, later used to identify and persecute them. But we should not 
confuse the largest of the successor militias, headed by the aged Kosta 
Peéanac, with Mihailovié’s Chetniks. Pecanac chose to collaborate with 
the German occupation in August 1941. 

Mihailovic’s Chemik movement took shape during these initial months 
of the war.’ He attracted some 10,000 men to his bands in western 
Serbia, enough to spread wishful thinking across Serbia that active 
resistance was under way. He was, in fact, husbanding his forces for 
Germany’s eventual defeat, perhaps passing assurances to the German 
command that he would not challenge their current authority. But 
belying Communist charges that collaboration was uppermost in his 
mind, Mihailovic pressed to establish contact with the royal government- 
in-exile. The Simovié government of eight Serbs, two Croats, and one 
Slovene minister was initially welcomed in London and won recogni- 
tion by June 21. The war minister and the small military staff re- 
mained in Cairo. Two days prior to the recognition, a Chemik messenger 
reached Istanbul. He reported that Mihailovic’s forces had asked for 
recognition as an army readying itself to fight the German occupiers in 
Serbia and, more immediately, to render assistance to the Serb villages 
in Bosnia and Croatia being massacred or cleansed by UstaSa units of 
the NDH. 

By this time, a leading Chetnik ideologue, Stevan Moljevic, had drafted 
a memorandum and an accompanying map that proposed a huge, 
“homogeneous Serbia.” Moljevic, a lawyer from Banja Luka in northern 
Bosnia, did not rise to prominence in Mihailovic’s Central National 
Committee, displacing Belgrade’s DragiSa Vasi¢c, until 1943. This sig- 
nificant detail and the Committee’s secondary status undercut the ar- 
gument that the Moljevic map was the centerpiece of a single, coherent 
set of Chetnik war aims. He admittedly reckoned that 1 million Croats 
would have to be expelled in order to create a Serbia covering two- 
thirds of a reconstituted Yugoslavia. A rump Croatia and a Slovenia 
enlarged by Istria would make up the rest. 
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The Nazi invasion of the Soviet Union at just this time, June 22, 
brought the Communist Party of Yugoslavia instructions through the 
Comintern, to proceed “without wasting a moment, organize Partisan 
detachments, and start a Partisan war behind enemy lines.” The KPJ 
began a campaign of coordinated sabotage on July 4, confirming other 
evidence that its military preparations were already well under way. 
Belgrade was the logical center. Its size, status, and university had 
attracted the largest concentration of members to the KPJ. The party 
and its Communist Youth organization grew by one-half between April 
and July, reaching 12,000 and 30,000 members, respectively. Tito 
arrived in Belgrade from Zagreb on May 8 and set about organizing 
units and collecting arms for active resistance. 

Yugoslav patriotism did motivate some members of the party, espe- 
cially those in its youth organization, to prepare for fighting the Ger- 
mans with the Hitler-Stalin pact still in force. Two qualifications must 
be quickly added. By this time, the widely circulating reports of an 
impending Nazi attack on the USSR had surely reached Tito. Sec- 
ondly, according to Milovan Djilas, the top leadership saw as its enemy 
not only the Croatian UstaSa but also “the groups of (Serbian) officers 
hiding in the mountains of western Serbia,” who would be rivals for 
postwar power.” The KPJ leaders expected an early German defeat, 
reflecting the general Communist confidence in the Red Army to defeat 
any adversary. Even though they shared the Ustasa as a common foe 
with the Chetniks and though most of their members who mobilized 
for resistance were Serbs, the Communists must be still credited with 
considering themselves a Yugoslav rather than a Serbian movement. 
Tito summoned representatives from all the major ethnic groups to 
attend a May meeting of the Central Committee in Belgrade. Leaders 
of the confederal Slovenian and Croatian parties attended, although not 
the Macedonian leader, Sarlo. He like most of the Macedonian leader- 
ship had transferred his allegiance to the Bulgarian Communist Party 
after April 19, On that date, Bulgarian troops crossed the border and 
authorities from Sofia took control of most of Macedonia. They faced 
no serious opposition and initially were welcomed by significant num- 
bers of Macedonians. 

Kosovo saw limited Chetnik resistance and virtually none from the 
few hundred, mostly Serb Communists to the wave of killings, house 
and Orthodox church burnings that suddenly empowered Albanians 
brought down on Serb heads. Italian authorities in what was now their 
enlarged Albanian protectorate stood by as roving Kosovar bands tar- 
geted the interwar Serb or Montenegrin colonists. Some 20,000 man- 
aged to flee to Serbia, to be joined by 10,000 more by 1944. A majority 
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of the 10,000 Serbs killed in Kosovo during the war died in these initial 
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The small UstaSa minority led by Ante Pavelic had not nee the first 
choice of German authorities to rule the fully separate Croatia created 
by the Wehrmacht’s destruction of the Yugoslav state. Both the leader 
of the majority Croatian Peasant Party, Vladko Macek, and Hungary’s 
Horthy regime were hastily solicited on the eve of the attack. Neither 
accepted the German invitation, and the representative of Nazi Foreign 
Minister von Ribbentrop tuned to a Zagreb lieutenant of Ante Pavelic, 
the Ustaga leader who had been sustained and sometimes confined in 
Italy since 1929. Slavko Kvaternik, a former Habsburg officer who was 
now Paveli¢’s military commander, agreed to terms on April 5. The 
Ustaga readily accepted Italy’s above-mentioned annexation of central 
Dalmatia and a titular Italian king for Croatia in return for the chance 
to take power. The Independent State of Croatia would incorporate all 
of Pavelié’s native Bosnia-Hercegovina and the Srem region of eastern 
Slavonia, from Vukovar on the Danube to Zemun across that river 
from Belgrade. 

Ante Pavelié and his small retinue rushed to Zagreb by April 15, but 
Kvaternik had already proclaimed the Independent State of Croatia 
(Nezavisna Drzava Hrvatska, NDH) on April 10, barely four days after 
the invasion. Other long-time followers also awaited Paveli¢, led by 
chief propagandist Mile Budak and the new interior minister, Andrija 
Artukovi¢. The 1939 Sporazum had allowed them to return and had 
given them a freer hand to attract new members. Party membership, by 
1941, still numbered no more than the 12,000 in Communist ranks. 
Total support was still less than 10 percent of politically active Croats, 
significantly less than their counterparts, the Hungarian Arrow Cross 
and the Romanian Iron Guard.’ Paveli¢ nonetheless proclaimed himself 
poglavnik (leader), named a cabinet, and appointed a series of Zupani 
(district leaders) from his party faithful without wider consultation or 
German-Italian approval. 

The German and Italian troops that streamed into Croatia soon 
established a permanent presence behind the east-west lines in map 7.1; 
a central zone running from north of Mostar to south of Karlovac on 
the Italian side was to be left unoccupied. The powerful Axis presence 
may have put the Paveli¢ regime in power, but it did not control it or 
set its agenda. From this regime sprang the most savage intolerance 
seen anywhere in Europe during the Second World War, outside of the 


expulsions.° 


Croatia 
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Nazi regime itself. Its overriding purpose was to create an ethnically 
pure Croatian state from which Serbs, Jews, and gypsies would be 
permanently cleansed. 

The immediacy with which the UstaSa program was announced 
belies its apologists’ claim, that it was a response to Serb rebellion. A 
decree on April 17, the day of Yugoslavia’s formal surrender, estab- 
lished a series of three-man people’s courts empowered to impose the 
death penalty with no appeal for any person who spoke against the 
regime, supported the Communist Party, or advocated smaller borders. 
Local UstaSa authorities abused even this wide latitude. Sometimes 
using lists of interwar Serb organizations, they began executing sus- 
pected opponents and encouraging their local militias to evict Serb 
families for deportation to Serbia. Deportations began on June 4. On 
April 25, another decree banned the use of the Cyrillic alphabet and 
designated the Serbian Orthodox Church as the “Greek Eastern faith.” 
By May, Muslim representatives from Bosnia-Hercegovina asked Ital- 
ian commanders for protection in the unoccupied central zone. They 
suffered discrimination and some persecution despite the fact that Pavelié 
regarded Bosnian Muslims as the purest Croats, the “flower of the 
nation,” From late April until June, the number of Serbs executed out- 
of-hand, primarily in Krajina towns like Glina and Knin, reached into 
the thousands. Jews were ordered to wear identifying patches on April 
25 and had to be further identified as “non-Aryans” in an April 30 
decree. They were barred from public facilities by June 4, the same 
date that Serbs began to be deported to Serbia. Locally, Jews were also 
obliged to perform labor details such as the destruction of the Serbian 
Orthodox church in Banja Luka. 

During May and June, Paveli¢’s leading lieutenants used a series of 
propaganda meetings in thirty-five towns across their expanded territ- 
ory to proclaim that Serbs and Jews had “no place in Croatia” because 
they “endangered Croatian existence.” On June 22, in Gospié, in the 
center of the Krajina killing fields, Paveli¢’s education minister, Mile 
Budak, openly announced that one-third of the new state’s 1.9 million 
Serbs would be deported to Serbia and another third converted to the 
Catholic faith and thereby Croatianized (or reconverted, given the wild 
Ustasa claim that 200,000 Croats had been forced into Orthodoxy 
under interwar Serb pressure). The other third, he added, would simply 
be killed.® 

What role did the Croatian Catholic church and its ardently nation- 
alist but politically naive archbishop, Alojzije Stepinac, play in these 
infamous events? With Mihailovi¢ and Tito, he was another of the 
war’s most controversial figures. Stepinac did not encourage, much less 
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initiate, the criminal propaganda and acts spreading outside of Zagreb. 
But he did, during these early months, welcome the new regime openly 
and enthusiastically, congratulating Kvaternik on his proclamagjon of 
the NDH two days afterwards and meeting formally with Payélic on 
April 16. Stella Alexander argues that the coincidence of thatproclama- 
tion with the 1,300-year anniversary of Croatia’s first link to Rome 
provided a religious justification that overcame Stepinac’s doubts about 
Ustaga association with pagan Nazis and Fascist Italy’s seizure of Dal- 
matia.® His encyclical to the clergy of April 28 spoke of “pride and 
rejoicing” at letting “the blood with its mysterious links with the coun- 
try” speak instead of the tongue. It is easy, he concluded, “to see God’s 
hand at work here.” He also approved of a variety of new strictures, 
from prison sentences for swearing to the death penalty for abortion. 
But by May 22, he was protesting to Interior Minister Artukovic¢ against 
the regulation that compelled Jews to wear identifying badges in public, 
although conceding that they should be obliged at least to buy them. 
The archbishop’s notorious trial by the postwar Communist regime 
relied heavily on this early evidence and ignored his growing if private 
disenchantment with the UstaSa regime. Still, his narrow dogmatic view 
of the world, more comparable in Croatian history to Macek’s than 
Radi¢’s, continued throughout. 


The Independent State of Croatia (NDH), occupation 
regimes, and active opposition, 1941-1942 


From the summer of 1941 through 1942, the most senselessly brutal 
and politically disjointed events of the Second World War scarred what 
was the first “former Yugoslavia.” Once the bulk of German troops left 
as planned for the Russian campaign and half of the much larger Italian 
force of 200,000 was withdrawn, open revolt broke out against the 
occupiers in Serbia, Montenegro, and Slovenia. But it was the Bosnian 
bloodbath launched by the NDH regime in Hercegovina that drove 
the Communist and Chetnik resistance to civil war with each other, 
led Italian forces into open conflict with UstaSa militias and alliance 
with some Chetnik units. New infusions of German troops also re- 
turned to pursue Tito’s Partisans. Their first setbacks prompted the 
Bosnian Serb and Montenegrin Partisans to impose their own Red 
Terror on territories under their control. Yet they killed fewer innocent 
civilians than did the Chetniks, Germans, or Italians, and far fewer than 
the UstaSa. Meanwhile, the prospect of diverting German troops or 
supplies away from North Africa to Yugoslavia attracted the attention 
of the British government, further persuaded by Yugoslavia’s extle 
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government in London, that Mihailovi¢’s Chetniks were a large, coor- 
dinated, and active force. 


NDH and Bosnia-Hercegovina 


UstaSa militias and a hastily appointed gendarmerie, each eventually 
totalling some 20,000 men, fanned out across Bosnia-Hercegovina as 
well as the Croatian Krajina in the summer of 1941. A Jaw unto them- 
selves, they first tried to herd as many Serbs as possible into camps for 
expulsion to Serbia. Any resisters were killed. When expulsion became 
increasingly difficult, they killed many in their villages or dispatched 
them to one of several death camps. 

The number of Serbs expelled is more certain than the number 
killed. By July 1941, German authorities in Serbia had recorded nearly 
140,000 people pushed across the border, with perhaps another 40,000 
unrecorded. The German military command in Belgrade responded by 
cutting the number of authorized border crossings to two, then to one, 
and by the autumn to none. The UstaSa regime’s only alternatives were 
conversion or killing. Buttressed by pseudo-historical propaganda that 
the Serbs of Bosnia~-Hercegovina and the old Military Border were 
largely Croats or Vlachs forced to convert to Orthodoxy in Ottoman 
times or the interwar period, the regime and many local, often 
Franciscan, priests launched a campaign of forced conversion. Roughly 
one-quarter million Serbs accepted this unchristian offer during 1941- 
42. A much smaller number joined the “Croatian Orthodox Church.” 
The regime hastily erected the denomination, headed by an available 
Russian priest, in 1942 as if to admit that the conversion campaign 
could go no further. Perhaps another 50,000 Serbs escaped to Serbia 
by year’s end despite the German prohibition. 

Controversy still surrounds the number of Serbs killed outright on the 
territory of the NDH by the end of 1942. That much disputed figure 
surely surpasses 300,000 men, women, and children.!° Local massacres 
accounted for most of the early killing. A series of small camps near 
Gospic¢ and elsewhere accounted for roughly 50,000 deaths, and finally 
the two explicit death camps of Jasenovac and Stara GradiSka were 
responsible for perhaps twice that number, not including the thousands 
sent to Auschwitz by 1943. Postwar Communist historians claimed that 
over one-half million people, Jews and pypsies included, died at Jasenovac 
alone, a figure doubled by recent Serbian pseudo-history and then 
rightly reduced to slightly less than 100,000 by Croatian scholars. It has 
since been further reduced and its consciously racist purpose denied by 
Croatian pseudo-history. Both pseudo-histories have diverted attention 
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from the guilty verdict that hangs over the UstaSa regime as its only 
epitaph. The executions at villages like Knin, Glina, Pakrac, and Biyeljina, 
sowed more seeds of family revenge than did Jasenovac itself. r 

The Ustaia leadership tried to annihilate all of Croatia and Bonia’s 
small Jewish population of 36,000. Pushed ahead by its own anti- 
semitism rather than by German instructions or a popular Croatian 
mandate, the regime began the systematic arrest and execution of this 
defenseless urban population in June 1941. Barely 4,000 survived the 
war, while some 26,000 perished in the Croatian death camps or at 
Auschwitz. Among their “crimes,” according to Ustaga leader, Eugen 
Kvaternik, Slavko’s son, were the “several hundred thousand abor- 
tions” performed in interwar Croatia “by Jewish doctors so as to reduce 
the Croatian population.” Underlying these persecutions, however, 
was the racist assumption that Croats were Aryans of Goth or Iranian 
origin who would be contaminated by contact with non-Aryan Jews or 
Slavs. 

A number of the Catholic hierarchy and the leaders of the Croatian 
Peasant Party, as well as some leaders of the Bosnian Muslims, soon 
expressed opposition to the Paveli¢ regime.'' They made passive pro- 
tests calling on the regime to mend its ways rather than exhorting active 
opposition, but they still deserve recognition. If Archbishop Stepinac 
did not dismiss criminal clergy or threaten to resign himself, he did 
protest privately to the Usta8a leadership against forced conversions 
and mistreatment of Jews on several occasions. His discreet initiatives 
saved thousands of individual lives. Nor did he plead the regime’s case 
with the Vatican representative who was quickly dispatched from Rome 
to Zagreb. The NDH never received the diplomatic recognition by 
the Holy See that Paveli¢ ardently desired. One-third of the Croatian 
Peasant Party (HSS) leaders selected by the regime for the Sabor, or 
National Assembly, of 1942, refused to serve. The party’s village rank 
and file typically withdrew into their families. HSS leader Vladko Macek 
refused repeated pressures to express public support for the regime. For 
his defiance, he was transferred from house arrest to Jasenovac. 

The UstaSa courtship of the Bosnian Muslims as the “pearl of the 
Croatian nation” never persuaded more than a minority to abandon 
their Bosnian identity. Muslim religious and town leaders were already 
organizing protest meetings by the autumn of 1941. The UstaSa had 
elevated pro-Croat Muslims from the interwar period to several high 
positions in the NDH hierarchy and the restored land seized in the 
agrarian reform to a number of leading begs. This could not compen- 
sate for the regime’s denial of non-Croat identity in Bosnia and the 
crimes committed against some of the Muslims, many Serbs, and 
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almost all Jews. Muslim resolutions in Sarajevo, Tuzla, Banja Luka, 
and Bjieljina protested the persecution of Serbs in particular. Bosnian 
Muslims in those towns, moreover, were largely responsible for hiding 
the 2,000 Jews (out of 14,000 before the war) who survived. 

The first active opposition to the UstaSa regime came, not surpris- 
ingly, from the rural Serbs of the Krajina, Dalmatia, and Bosnia- 
Hercegovina. The initial uprising began spontaneously in eastern 
Hercegovina in June 1941. Confronting the region’s two-thirds Serb 
majonty were a murderous new government and their local agents. 
Most of the latter were drawn from Muslims who made up the other 
third of the population and whose ancestors had been landlords to Serb 
sharecroppers until 1919. Uncoordinated groups of rebel Serbs spread 
from there. They had two features in common. First, their leaders were 
local men who belonged to the Agrarian Party or to one of the interwar 
Chetnik organizations or both. They were not officers in the royal army 
nor initially under the direction of Mihailovic’s Chetniks. Secondly, 
while these Hercegovinian Serbs attacked Ustasa authorities and facil- 
ities, they also conducted murderous raids against vulnerable peasant 
villages, more likely to be Bosnian or Sandzak Muslim than Croat. The 
largest massacre of over one thousand men, women, and children oc- 
curred in the east Bosnian town of Foéa. 

The array of forces in Yugoslavia and their relation to one another 
during the Second World War, especially in this early going, was a 
more complicated business. In order to understand the most fateful of 
these relations, Chetniks versus Partisans, we must first distinguish 
between the roles played by German and Italian forces in the NDH. 
True, a coordinated Chetnik force collaborated with the two German 
offensives of 1943 against a growing Partisan army, but their actions 
grew out of more defensible precedents from 1941. In the earlier 
period, uncoordinated Chetnik units had formed alliances with the Ital- 
ian divisions recalled to push aside the marauding UstaSa militias and 
restore order. These early arrangements established Italian authority in 
towns if not in villages. German military presence north of the NDH 
demarcation line had meanwhile been reduced to two divisions as the 
Russian campaign wore on. The disdain of the German military attaché 
in Zagreb, General Edmund Glaise von Horstenau, for the NDH fur- 
ther limited Nazi support. A former Habsburg officer, his animosity 
toward the UstaSa regime as well as the Italian presence left only von 
Ribbentrop’s ill-prepared diplomatic representative, the one-time Baltic 
Nazi, Siegfried Kasche, to speak for the regiine. 

The regime’s excesses fueled the readiness of the one large Axis 
force, the Italian army, to confront it. Their mutual antagonism opened 
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the way for the Chetnik movement in the NDH.” The Partisans’ 
failure in early 1942 to hold the allegiance of many initial followers 
widened the opening. Partisan commanders’ brutal treatment of entire 
villages suspected of Chetnik sympathies or of resisting local om- 
munist authority has been called the “left deviation” by Copimunist 
historians and the Red Terror by others. The Partisans’ lack of food 
and arms, a condition less severe for the Chetniks because of their 
Italian connections, also played a part in the Chetniks’ ascendancy in 
Hercegovina. So did the decision of the London government-in-exile, 
now headed by Slobodan Jovanovic, to appoint Mihailovic minister of 
war in January 1942. Driving that decision, in addition to the Red 
Terror, were Chetnik—Partisan relations in Montenegro and Serbia. 


Montenegro and Serbia 


The Partisan model for an armed uprising intolerant of the slightest 
opposition came from Montenegro. Italian occupation authorities let a 
small group of zelenasi, or autonomist Greens seeking to separate 
Montenegro from Serbia, persuade them that the titular independence 
of Montenegro under an Italian king would meet little opposition. Most 
Italian troops could therefore proceed to withdraw. But on July 13, 
1941, the day after an Orthodox holiday on which the Green group 
proclaimed independence, armed villagers and a number of surviving 
Yugoslav army officers and men rose up in opposition. They quickly 
seized control of the upland majority of Montenegro. Milovan Djilas, 
the highest ranking Montenegrin in the Communist leadership, and 
Arso Jovanovic, later the highest ranking army officer to side with Stalin 
against Tito, were dispatched from Serbia to fan the scattered flames 
into a single bonfire. Only three weeks later, an Italian division returned 
to put down the uprising and to turn loose their allies, the largely 
Turkish Sandzak Muslims, to loot and burn. Djilas himself has 
described how the retreating Partisans now summarily executed any 
opponents, after merely punishing them in July.’ 

Word of these arbitrary executions encouraged Partisan desertions 
and swelled the ranks of the Chetnik units that regrouped with Italian 
approval across Montenegro and also eastern Hercegovina by early 
1942. Although the three major groups of Montenegrin Chetniks were 
all commanded by officers from the former Yugoslav army, they did 
not constitute a unified force. Only the eastern commander, Pavle 
Djurisi¢, was openly pro-Mihailovi¢ and was probably in contact with 
Chetnik headquarters in Serbia. But rather than pursue any coordin- 
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ated operations, Djurisi¢ concentrated on raids of revenge against the 
Sandzak Muslims, many of them innocent villagers. 

In Serbia, several attempts at coordinated resistance proved abortive, 
and Chetniks were fighting Partisans by the end of 1941. At the same 
time, German army units decimated the Partisan forces in Serbia. Tito 
had to move his headquarters to eastern Bosnia. Survival now de- 
pended on attracting new recruits from the NDH and Montenegro. 
Mihailovi¢ meanwhile tried to preserve his Serbian base by winning 
British support for the longer run and negotiating German tolerance for 
the time being. He succeeded in neither. 

The Partisan-Chetnik conflict further complicated the civil war that 
the Usta8a had started in the NDH. Only Slovenia, as we shall see in 
the next section, could confront the occupying forces with something 
like a united front. Several Chetnik units had joined and even collabor- 
ated with the Partisan forces that began their campaign of sabotage 
and small-scale attacks against German forces on July 4, 1941. Disrup- 
tion of German lines of communication south to Salonika, the very 
danger that the invasion was supposed to preclude, brought fast reac- 
tion. The German army commander for Serbia replaced the small Com- 
mission of Administrators, a set of Serbian collaborators in Belgrade, 
with a full-fledged puppet government led by General Milan Nedi¢. 
Prince Paul, it may be recalled, had dismissed Nedic¢ early in 1941 for 
advocating a German alliance. The interwar Chetnik leader, Kosta 
Pecanac, and the one genuinely fascist Serbian leader, Dimitrije Ljoti¢, 
added their respective contingents of 8,000 and 4,000 men to the Ser- 
bian State Guard that Nedi¢ assembled primarily from the old gen- 
darmerie. Together their numbers roughly matched the UstaSa militia’s 
total of 30,000, but they never operated independently nor did they 
initiate the serious war crimes that stained the soil of Serbia in the late 
fall of 1941. Instead, according to recent scholarship, Wehrmacht 
instructions and a largely Austrian contingent of local German com- 
manders bore that responsibility." 

German army units, recalled explicitly to stop the attacks and destroy 
the rebel forces, launched the new round of war crimes. By September 
an infantry division and an armored unit had arrived, further armed 
with a new directive from the Wehrmacht’s High Command that 100 
civilians were to be executed for every German soldier killed in the 
future and 50 for each one wounded. Partisan attacks and attendant 
killings continued into October despite advertised reprisals. General 
Franz Bohme, the former Habsburg officer who was the German army 
commander for Serbia, decided to set a still harsher example. At Kraljevo 
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and Kragujevac, German and Vojvodina Volksdeutsche units, supported 
by Serbian State Guards, cordoned off the towns in order to execute all 
the adult males. When too few adults could be found in Kragujevac on 
October 21, schoolboys were taken as well to swell the total past 2,000. 
They were marched to a field outside of town, lined up in rows, and 
shot down the next morning. “Go ahead and shoot,” said an elderly 
school teacher, “I am conducting my class.” 

The massacre was a watershed. It occurred just a few days before 
the arrival of the first British officer to reach the Mihailovic headquarters 
at Ravna Gora, Captain William Hudson of the Special Operations 
Expedition (SOE), and one week before Mihailovic’s second and last 
meeting with Tito. The slaughter of so many Serbs reinforced 
Mihailovic’s resistance to the Communist strategy of consciously pro- 
voking German reprisals in order to drive survivors into the hills and 
into their ranks. Mihailovic’s instructions from London and his own 
instincts were to husband his resources and Serbian lives until Ger- 
many had been defeated or at least until a new Salonika front was 
established, as it had been in the First World War. Hudson’s arrival 
confirmed his expectation that British arms would help him prepare for 
that distant day. Only Tito’s promise to share the arms already being 
produced at the Partisan headquarters in UZice in the southwest per- 
suaded Mihailovic to sign a tentative agreement at least to avoid con- 
flict with one another. But several clashes scuttled the agreement by the 
end of October. 

The German field commanders took no notice of this division and 
pressed ahead with reinforcements sufficient to destroy all active resist- 
ance. In the process, they executed some 25,000 civilians. Mihailovic 
understandably concluded that his force of less than 20,000 men, ill- 
armed and in scattered units, could not survive against a larger, far 
better equipped German force. By November 11, 1941, he initiated 
talks with German representatives to negotiate a modus vivendi. But 
when the Germans demanded total surrender, he abandoned his head- 
quarters and scattered his forces still further. This genuine weakness 
and the passive strategy it encouraged escaped British notice. So did 
the fact, then and later, that no British arms ever reached Chetnik 
forces inside Serbia itself. Churchill’s commanders were still ready to 
believe what the Yugoslav government-in-exile told them about Mihailovié 
and were eager to trumpet any evidence of resistance inside Hitler’s 
Europe. Mihailovi¢ was thus able to maintain the image, in Walter 
Robert’s words, of “Allied Hero” through 1942.'> He was presumed to 
control the Chetnik forces in Hercegovina and Montenegro discussed 
above, and they were assumed to be fighting the Axis occupiers. 


218 Yugoslavia as History 


The German offensive had meanwhile forced Tito and his main force 
of barely 10,000 men and women to abandon UzZice for Foéa in eastern 
Bosnia at the end of 1941. There they barely survived the second of 
what would be seven German assaults by 1944. By the end offf942, 
however, a reversal of fortune and reputation had begun. r 


Communist advantages, 1943-1944 


That reversal has generated much more controversy than any other 
aspect of the Second World War in Yugoslavia. The continuing debate 
derives not only from the greater availability of primary evidence, much 
of it in English, but also from the temptation of anti-Communist Ser- 
bian and Croatian authors to assume that British and later American 
policy must have been decisive in the rise of this small Communist 
party. After all, it received no assistance from the Soviet Union until a 
small military mission arrived in February 1944 and none of signifi- 
cance until the Red Army entered Serbia from Bulgaria that September. 
Surely, the argument ran, the British government’s decision in 1943 to 
switch its support from Mihailovi¢ to Tito and the increasing flow of 
American supplies to the Partisans in 1944 was crucial. But the weight 
of Western scholarship suggests that it was not. 

Neither was Allied policy irrelevant. Let us sketch its main features 
and their consequences before turning to the internal developments 
that proved to be decisive. Churchill’s government was responsible for 
Anglo-American planning in Southeastern Europe and he himself 
enthused on several occasions about the possibility of an Allied landing 
on the Dalmatian coast. Each time, however, his general staff and the 
American command quickly persuaded him to stick to the strategy 
agreed on in 1943. That strategy, for Greece as well as Yugoslavia, was 
to promote the deception that there would indeed be such an invasion 
in order to divert German troops away from first Sicily and then Italy. 
And it worked. Successive deceptions convinced not only Hitler but 
also Tito, Mihailovic, and the Greek resistance leaders that a landing in 
great force was pending. In fact, as Churchill told the Commonwealth 
(then Dominion) leaders whose troops were heavily involved in Medi- 
terranean operations, in May 1944, “there had never been any question 
of major action in the Balkans.”'® 

Allied strategy as perceived at the time encouraged Mihailovi¢ and 
worned Tito. Would there be an Anglo-American military presence in 
Yugoslavia during (and then presumably after) the war? In the event, 
the wartime deception that the Western allies were preparing to come 
inadvertently worked to Communist advantage by drawing more German 
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troops into the region and onto their trail. Simply by escaping them, 
Tito won more local and Allied support than by pursuing the civil war 
with the Chetniks into which the disconnected brutalities of 1942 were 
drawing him. And at war’s end, there would be no Western forces on 
the ground to contend with or to prevent the settling of local scores. 

The road to Communist power by 1945 could never have been traveled 
even under these circumstances had the Partisan forces not grown in 
size, unity, and, to a lesser extent, in popular support from 1943. At the 
same time, the Chetniks lost followers outside of Serbia, and the UstaSa 
regime forfeited effective control of most NDH territory outside of 
Zagreb. In addition, Communist leadership of a Slovenian uprising 
against the Italianization measures of 1941 was able to sustain the one 
united opposition front anywhere in the former Yugoslavia, even after 
disunited rivals appeared in 1943. 

Ranking the several sources of Communist strength in Slovenia and 
elsewhere, the Churchill government’s decision to abandon Mihailovi¢ 
in favor of Tito was not high on the list. Some British studies of the 
Special Operations Executive (SOE) have blamed its Cairo headquarters 
for Communist sympathies that denied Mihailovic a fair hearing. Others 
have argued that London Conservatives prevented earlier support to the 
more active Partisan units. Both biases existed, but neither one could 
eliminate the other nor overcome the evidence from both electronic 
intelligence and SOE missions on the ground — nearly twenty by the end 
of 1943 — that the Partisans were doing more damage to the German war 
effort. Brigadier Fitzroy Maclean, a Conservative friend of Churchill’s, 
dispatched the testimony on November 6 that was decisive only because 
it confirmed what Ultra decoding of top secret German military messages 
was revealing.”’ 

Nor could the quarrelsome and increasingly ineffective Yugoslav 
government-in-exile command the respect necessary to override that 
evidence. The exiled government’s decision to promote Mihailovi¢c to 
general and minister of war in January 1942 enabled the civilian cabinet 
to dispense with a military candidate for prime minister, namely the 
difficult General Simovié, leader of the 1941 coup and sponsor of an 
effort to remove the members of the pre-coup General Staff in Cairo. 
But no significant military force could be assembled in Cairo or Lon- 
don, The new prime minister was the much respected but 72-year-old 
and politically inexperienced Slobodan Jovanovic. He could not prevent 
the feckless young king, Petar H, from pushing him out just as he, 
Jovanovié, had persuaded his Serbian colleagues to accept a federal 
reorganization of Yugoslavia after the war. By August 1943, the king 
had installed his personal cabinet of civil servants, not because they 
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disapproved of reorganization, but because they would approve of his 
pending marriage. Churchill also approved, but the king was too iso- 
lated by 1944 to claim that he represented a political consensus ,even 
among the exiles. To cite the sympathetic appraisal of Stevan Pavigsitch, 
“Whatever the Yugoslav government represented, it was not ynity.”!® 

British disillusionment with Mihailovié first surfaced in February 1943. 
He berated British officers for London’s failure to supply him with the 
arms he had requested or to understand his reasons for not attacking 
German targets more often. SOE mission chief S. W. Bailey, who had 
only reached the Montenegrin headquarters two months before, radioed 
out a verbatim transcript that made it all the way to Churchill’s desk. 
The Mihailovic tirade triggered a reaction that followed accumulating 
evidence of some Chetnik units collaborating with Italian or even Ger- 
man forces and, more important, of almost no Chetnik units disrupting 
them. It is doubtful, however, that these reports, many of them from 
Partisan sources passed on to the admitted British Communist, James 
Klugman, and other sympathizers in SOE, would have reversed British 
policy by the end of 1943 if not for three decisive events on the ground, 
all detailed for Anglo-American intelligence by Ultra intercepts. 

First, the main Partisan force of some 25,000 men survived Opera- 
tion Weiss, the largest of the seven German-led offensives against them 
during the war. They endured heavy losses in heroically crossing and 
recrossing the Neretva river to escape German units from Sarajevo and 
then scattered a Chetnik force of 12,000 that awaited them. From this 
point forward, the Partisan forces from Bosnia to Montenegro began to 
attract new members, some from the Chetnik side. (Had the Chetniks 
succeeded against the Partisans in that battle, they would have faced 
disarmament at German hands.) 

The next German offensive was Operation Schwarz. In May an amal- 
gam of German, Bulgarian, Italian, and UstaSa units whose numbers 
exceeded 100,000 tried to pin Tito’s main force, barely 20,000 men, 
against the Zelengora mountain in southeastern Bosnia. Again they 
escaped, although the massacre of their rear guard and their wounded 
at Sutjeska brought total losses for the engagement to 6,500. Zelengora 
became a second turning point because Ultra intercepts allowed a Brit- 
ish mission ted by a friend of Churchill’s, F. W. (Bill) Deakin, to arrive 
precisely in time to witness it all, including some belated Chetnik aid to 
the offensive. Reports like Deakin’s of German divisions being diverted 
to pursue the Partisans began to accumulate. Still, this intelligence 
might not have persuaded the British to switch their support to Tito if 
they had known of his lieutenant Milovan Djilas’ contact with German 
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representatives that March. According to Walter Roberts and now Dijilas 
himself, the Communists were ready to accept a cease fire with the 
Germans in return for a free hand against the Chetniks; according to a 
German participant, they even considered an alliance in the event of a 
large British landing on the Adriatic coast.'” Hitler would have none of 
such bargaining, and it went no further. 

Then in September 1943, Italy left the war. This third turning point 
went beyond the Italian equipment that fell into Partisan hands. Italian 
commanders had already decided that summer to abandon their own 
alliance with the Chetniks, going so far as to disarm a number of units. 
This decision caused more Chetniks to defect to the Partisans and 
guaranteed that there would be no Italian effort to turn over arms and 
equipment to the Chetniks when their divisions departed in September. 
By the autumn of 1943, Tito’s forces had grown sufficiently to make 
further bargaining with the Germans unlikely. As the Italian windfall 
compensated for limited Anglo-American supplies, the Partisans’ total 
strength now swelled past 100,000 to face a German force that had 
doubled to thirteen divisions. 

The Partisans’ survival and ascendancy in 1943 combined with the 
Allied offensives of 1944 to settle the outcome of the Second World 
War in Yugoslavia. By the end of 1943, Mihailovic had retreated to 
Serbia, where his total force of 50,000 had to strike a variety of arrange- 
ments with the German occupiers to remain in place. Tito’s force of 
twice that number stood behind his decision to convene a second meet- 
ing of the Anti-Fascist Liberation Movement for Yugoslavia (AVNOJ). 
It had assembled on a much slimmer base in Bihac the year before. 
Now on November 29, 1943, his 143 delegates set up a provisional 
government at Jajce in central Bosnia. He proclaimed a National Com- 
mittee for the Liberation of Yugoslavia. Bill Deakin looked on without 
a Soviet observer present or prior approval from Moscow. The Jajce 
program denounced the royal government and proposed a federal struc- 
ture that would include separate units for Bosnia-Hercegovina and 
Macedonia plus minority rights for Albanians and others. The objec- 
tions of Moga Pijade and other Serbs to a Bosnian republic were over- 
come, but not to the extent of recognizing the Bosnian Muslims as a 
constituent group. In order to understand what sort of Yugoslavia they 
would actually begin to govern and reshape simultaneously less than a 
year later, let us look briefly at the separate legacies left to Slovenia, 
Croatia, Bosnia-Hercegovina, and Serbia by the final stages of the war. 
These legacies would return to haunt Tito’s Yugoslavia after his death 
and help to destroy it. 
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Slovenia 


The most benign of the legacies was Slovenia’s. Barely two weeks after 
half of Slovenia was annexed to Italy and the other half eter to 
Germany, the Nazi attack on the Soviet Union in June Areed the 
Slovenian Communist Party to form a Liberation Front (OF) for resist- 
ance. Repressive Italianization in the southern zone and a Nazi plan to 
deport over one-quarter million Slovenes from the north to make room 
for German immigrants fanned popular resentment. Fewer than 20,000 
Slovenes were eventually forced to leave for Serbia or Bosnia, but 35,000 
were sent to the Reich for “Germanization.” In any case, the German 
military presence was too formidable to challenge quickly in the north. 
But, in the south, a Communist leadership experienced in underground 
activity was able to attract followers from the larger Christian Social 
Party and Sokol youth organization. Italian forces put down their upris- 
ing during the summer of 1941, executmg 9,000 Slovenes and impris- 
oning 35,000 more in concentration camps. These abuses helped draw 
in more members over the next two years. 

Italian and then German reprisals against resisting Slovenian villages 
opened the way for Mihailovi¢’s one effort to win non-Serbs to the 
Chetnik banner. Both his Blue Guards and Italian-sponsored White 
Guards were able to assemble some units during 1943-44. Their num- 
bers plus those of the Slovenian People’s Party (SLS) units slightly 
outnumbered the Communist-led Liberation Front in 1943, even after 
the acquisition of Italian arms boosted the Partisan ranks from 2,500 to 
6,000. But the Partisans’ greater unity and clearer purpose gave them 
the advantage before the general tide of battle turned. The high point 
of the Front’s unity came at the AVNOJ congress at Jajce in 1943. The 
Christian socialist leader of SLS, dissident Eduard Kocbek, spoke elo- 
quently there of “Communists and Catholics working together.” Their 
uneasy alliance lasted through the war, encouraged in 1944 by the one 
American mission to take a leading role on the Partisan side. A small 
OSS unit worked successfully with the Slovene Partisans of Styria to 
destroy the only double-track rail line connecting central Germany 
through Vienna with the Italian front via the Ljubljana Gap.” 


Croatia and Bosnia-Hercegovina 


The Independent State of Croatia (NDH) left larger footprints across 
the last years of the Second World War than its limited territorial 
authority or its subordinate role in fighting the Partisans might suggest. 
Nor was this because of widespread popular support. The UstaSa sur- 
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vived in Zagreb until May 1945 because the German army needed to 
protect its line of retreat. To the last, Archbishop Stepinac and the 
Catholic hierarchy made no public statement disavowing the Ustaga 
regime, despite the above-mentioned private protests and efforts to 
protect threatened individuals. The archbishop even celebrated the 
regime’s fourth anniversary with Te Deums on April 10. No Kocbek 
stepped forward to suggest an agreement with the Communists or any 
need to try Franciscan zealots or others for war crimes. First Commu- 
nist politicians and then Serbian historians would use the unredeemed 
record of the NDH to question any postwar initiative, however unre- 
lated, from Croatian politicians or clergy. 

While its early war crimes left scars that would be slow to heal, the 
NDR?’s later loss of control makes other issues equally important for 
the creation of the second Yugoslavia. These were (1) the economic 
catastrophe that the NDH precipitated in Croatia; (2) the rise of the 
separate Croatian Communist liberation front; and (3) the choices that 
Bosnian Muslims made between the Partisans and the belated Nazi 
effort to win the allegiance forfeited by the NDH. 

The economic incompetence and corruption of the Ustaga cadre 
soon derailed Nazi plans to include Croatia in the greater German 
economy (Grossraumwirtschaft). By 1943, according to the authoritative 
study by Holm Sundhaussen, both sides received far less than they had 
bargained for.*! The problems went beyond the Partisans’ disruption of 
transport, largely confined to Bosnia and Dalmatia before 1944. Ustaga 
officials could not deliver to Germany the promised quantities of baux- 
ite and other non-ferrous metals. They could not collect the grain 
needed to feed the smaller towns, despite their effort to seize the re- 
cently expanded cooperative network of the Croatian Peasant Party 
(HSS) and use it for that purpose. Their trade deficic with the Third 
Reich added to a rate of inflation that by 1943 had reduced the kuna, a 
medieval denomination resurrected to distinguish it from the Yugoslav 
dinar, to less than 10 percent of its 1941 value. By year’s end, industrial 
production had dropped to 20 percent of its prewar level. Only the one- 
quarter million Croatians who worked at one time or another in the 
Reich itself made a significant contribution to the German war effort. 

Croatian opposition to a regime that had done nothing good for 
anyone, except its 50,000 Usta§a officials and officers, grew apace in 
1943-44, The passive policies of Macek and other HSS leaders who 
had not gone over to the UstaSa left the Partisans to benefit. Italian 
annexation of Dalmatia allowed local Communists to attract Croats 
and Serbs to a Partisan force of a few thousand. From a largely Dalma- 
tian contingent that was perhaps 10 percent of the 20,000 Partisans in 
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1942, the Croatian share had grown by early 1944 to some 30 percent 
of a total exceeding 100,000. Party leader Andrija Hebrang and. his 
lieutenants attracted this wider support by emphasizing the separate 
structure of the Croatian Liberation Council (ZAVNOH). The Banc 
dated from the same Bihac conference of 1942 that had founded the 
all-Yugoslay AVNOJ. Tito had authorized ZAVNOH to disguise its 
connection to a Communist resistance that was 90 percent Serb and 
Montenegrin at the start. Hebrang pushed the distinction hard through 
the rest of the war. By May 1944, he had proclaimed ZAVNOH to be 
the reincarnated Croatian Sabor, promising more autonomy after the 
war than the 1939 Sporazum had offered from “the Serb clique from 
Belgrade.” Although Hebrang made some effort to reassure the Serb 
population, he spoke too much of forthcoming Croatian autonomy and 
“his own telegraph agency,” in Tito’s words. By the summer of 1944, 
Tito removed him as ZAVNOH leader.” 

Bosnian Muslim losses occurred primarily at Chetnik hands but 
increasingly from UstaSa units. In 1942, several Muslim leaders sent a 
memorandum to Hitler protesting Usta8a depredations and touting their 
own Gothic origins. Their offer of a Bosnian Muslim Legion in return 
for autonomy within the NDH (and protection from the Nedié 
regime’s announced claim on eastern Bosnia) remained a dead letter 
untul SS chief Heinrich Himmler took it up, as another of his belated 
efforts to raise new, non-German divisions. The Paveli¢ regime viol- 
ently objected to such a division, despite the absence of any German 
promise of Muslim autonomy. The HandzZar, or Scimitar Division, did 
assemble at least 12,000 men, But they were quickly dispatched for a 
long training period in France and Germany, distinguished mainly by a 
mutiny. When they finally returned to Bosnia in February 1944, some 
units carried out enough indiscriminate murder and other atrocities 
against Serb villagers to surpass what the Schutzkorps had done in the 
First World War. Yet more Bosnian Muslims had joined the Partisans 
directly or defected from the division by mid-1944 than had committed 
war crimes on the German side, and a slightly greater percentage of 
Muslims died during the war than did Bosnian Serbs.” None of this 
would matter by the 1990s to the descendants of the dead villagers or 
to the Bosnian Serb politicians who played on their memories. 


Serbia 


The Serbia to which Dra%a Mihailovié returned in mid-1943 had seen 
less actual warfare, but suffered more at Nazi hands than any other part 
of the former Yugoslavia. Two German divisions, a large Gestapo com- 
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plement, and the subordinate State Guards of General Nedi¢ main- 
tained order only by executing several hundred people every month 
under the OKW reprisal order of 1941. Occupation costs were six 
times the per capita amount of those levied on the NDH. Little meat 
reached Belgrade after the middle of 1943, while the inflation rate was 
50 percent more than Zagreb’s high level. Forced labor extracted only 
half of prewar production of lead from Trepca and copper from Bor. 
Over 100,000 laborers were taken to the Reich, constituting Serbia’s 
main contribution to the German war effort. The mid-1943 mission 
of Hitler’s new Balkan emissary, the former I.G. Farben executive, 
Hermann Neubacher, eased reprisals as part of a new anu-Communist 
campaign, but made no economic concessions or other improvements.”* 

The Neubacher mission did succeed by the end of 1943 in drawing 
Mihailovic’s commanders in Serbia into negotiating with the Germans. 
They reached agreements for four zones where Chetnik forces could at 
least survive as long as they stayed isolated in rural areas. As 1944 
began, the beleaguered Chetnik movement and a bewildered Mihailovic 
convened a large congress at Ba where he tried to stem the turn to 
collaboration. Still loyal to the monarchy, Mihailovic now advocated a 
federal and democratic Yugoslavia. He set aside the homogeneous Great 
Serbia which Moljevic had posited in 1941, but offered no detailed 
proposal for a federal alternative. Nor did Mihailovic oppose the Chetnik 
truces with German forces that soon covered all of Serbia. 

By September 1944, Anglo-American planes had been bombing Bel- 
grade for six months, and the Red Army entered Bulgaria unopposed. 
As Tito’s main force of 80,000 approached from Bosnia, Mihailovic 
could now muster barely half that number. Most were from Serbia, 
in contrast to a Partisan force with disproportionate numbers of 
Montenegrins, Bosnian Muslims, and Bosnian and Croatian Serbs in 
their ranks. Chetnik defectors were already joining the Partisans before 
Mihailovic’s last surreal gamble, to greet the Red Army in Belgrade and 
join forces, failed in early October. King Petar had acceded to British 
demands the month before and broadcast a radio appeal for all Yugo- 
slavs to support the Partisans. Also in September, President Roosevelt 
accepted Churchill’s request that the ambiguous OSS mission led by 
Robert McDowell be withdrawn from Mihailovic’s headquarters. It had 
arrived in July to evacuate US airmen who had bailed out over Serbia 
when their planes could not make it back from bombing the Ploesti oil 
refineries in Romania. This they did, but with enough sympathy for the 
Chetniks to convince Tito that the Americans were providing Mihailovic 
with weapons. While the Americans inadvertently stiffened Chetnik 
resolve, they did not augment the capacity of Mihailovic’s units to offer 
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more than scattered resistance to the Partisan forces that entered Bel- 
grade on October 20.” 

Tito had been busy in the meantime. Following a close escape from 
a German attack on his Drvar headquarters in May 1944, a ee 
plane bore him to the island of Vis and then in August to Italy, Already 
resplendent in a uniform worthy of the marshal’s rank he had adopted, 
the former Josip Broz drew on the Habsburg manners to which he was 
attracted as a young worker in Prague and Vienna to impress his hosts 
with his “un-Balkan” respectability. Meetings with the British army 
command and Churchill also established his political acumen. Tito left 
political plans for postwar Yugoslavia and for the king artfully vague, 
but denied any intention to install a Communist government. He de- 
clared himself ready instead to work with the new head of the London 
government, Ivan Subasi¢. They would arrange a democratic postwar 
transition on the basis of the Jajce program, just as the two of them had 
agreed during their June meeting on Vis. 

Stalin was less impressed with Tito’s bearing and claims of domestic 
support than were the British leaders. He nonetheless acceded to Tito’s 
request that the main Partisan force liberate Belgrade along with the Red 
Army. He also promised to provide arms for twelve Partisan divisions by 
the end of 1944, thus ending the dependence on Anglo-American aid. 
The Partisan leader’s secret trip from Vis to Moscow in September re- 
minded Western policy makers that they were still dealing with a Com- 
munist. By November 1944, that clever Communist and his colleagues 
were in Belgrade while the Red Army had moved north into Hungary, in 
hot pursuit of German forces who were not ready to make a serious stand 
until Budapest. In contrast to the rest of Eastern Europe, neither the Red 
Army nor Soviet political supervision would be decisive in the consol- 
idation of Communist power that founded the second Yugoslavia. 


Consolidating Communist power, 1945 


The Partisans’ heroic survival, multi-ethnic composition, and promised 
federal program allowed the KPJ to consolidate postwar power even in 
the absence of Soviet troops. Tito adopted a ruthlessly Stalinist and 
centralizing set of tactics to seize that chance. Even then, such tactics 
might not have succeeded but for the justification that settling wartime 
accounts and repairmg wartime devastation provided. The execution or 
trial of wartime opponents, all painted in the villainous black that only 
the Croatian UstaSa and Ljotic’s smaller Serbian movement deserved, 
set a precedent for the intimidation or arrest of all political opponents. 
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By the end of 1945, a newly elected Constituent Assembly, in which 
the Communists’ National Front held all the seats, swept aside the 
provisional coalition that inchided Subaiic. Despite a political monopoly, 
Tito and his inner circle devoted considerable attention to striking a 
workable ethnic balance. The new internal borders they fixed and com- 
pensating movements of populations they proposed would trouble the 
second Yugoslavia but mainly after Tito’s death. 


Settling civil war accounts 


The Tito regime made its first priority for 1945 the defeat of the 
domestic military forces still arrayed against it. The bulk of surviving 
Chetnik units from Serbia, Montenegro, and Bosnia were concentrated 
under Mihailovic’s command in eastern Bosnia, but they split up in 
March. Montenegrin units under Pavle Djurisic headed for Slovenia to 
join the last stand that the fascist Dimitrije Ljoti¢ and his small Serbian 
Volunteer Corps were organizing there with Slovenian Blue Guards 
and Croatian or Bosnian Serb Chetniks. Most never made it through 
German or UstaSa lines. Mihailovi¢é and some 12,000 men headed 
south. But in May 1945, before they could reach Serbia, Partisan army 
and now air forces trapped them against the same Zelengora mountain 
from which Tito’s troops had barely escaped less than two years before. 
Mihailovié and a few survivors eluded capture until March 1946, but 
his capacity for military resistance was finished. Meanwhile, the pursuit 
of individual Chemik supporters, strongest in eastern Bosnia and 
Hercegovina and western Serbia, justified the rapid growth and un- 
checked authority of the Partisans’ wartime security service. Tito told 
Aleksandar Rankovié, the head of the Organization for the Peoples’ 
Defense (OZNa), that its wider purpose was “to strike terror into the 
hearts of those who did not like this sort of Yugoslavia.” Mihailovic’s 
show trial from June into July of 1946 allowed the regime’s prosecutor 
to add previous members of the London government, even Slobodan 
Jovanovic, to the list of those accused. The “whirlwind of events and 
strivings” that Mihailovi¢ lamented in a last, dignified statement before 
his execution swept perhaps 100,000 people to their deaths during 
1945-46.” 

An unrecorded number, surely tens of thousands, died in the one 
other significant military campaign waged by the new People’s Army 
after the Red Army and the retreating Germans had taken the Second 
World War out of Yugoslavia. Italian-controlled Albania had incorpor- 
ated Kosovo after the destruction of Yugoslavia in 1941. The Kosovar 
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Albanians had already proved to be the most difficult minority for 
Tito’s Communists to coopt, Germans aside. In early 1944, a Kosovar 
contingent of the Albanian nationalist Balli Kombetar as well as, the 
Nazis’ hastily formed Skenderbeg SS Division had conducted a ee 
terror against any Serbs they found in Kosovo or Montenegro,forcing 
another 10,000 to flee. Even Kosovar Communists, most of them by 
now Albanians, had endorsed postwar union with a Communist Alba- 
nia at the end of 1943 in a controversial meeting in Bujan, just across 
the prewar Albanian border. Tito disavowed such a union, but Serbian 
historians in the 1980s would hold the meeting itself against him. Later 
in 1944 Tito sent Svetozar Vukmanovic-Tempo bearing vague prom- 
ises of some sort of Balkan federation to win support in Kosovo and 
Macedonia. But too many of the Kosovar Albanians who were not 
Communists feared that Tito’s Yugoslavia and his promised federation 
would simply reimpose Serbian control. They launched an armed re- 
bellion against Partisan authority from Drenica to the Albanian border 
in December 1944. The revolt spread as far northeast as the Trepéa 
lead mines and escalated into fierce battles for a number of towns. 
Army and OZNa units brought in some 30,000 men but were not able 
to extinguish resistance until the summer of 1945.”” 

For Kosovo there followed a repressive regime based on a small 
Communist core that remained in place under Serbian or Albanian 
leadership throughout the second Yugoslavia. Tito initially barred the 
return of interwar Serb colonists, some of them Chetniks, but also 
others who had simply fled for their lives. Partisans or their supporters 
were to be given homesteads in the Vojvodina or their native region as 
part of a new colonization program described in the next section. The 
Kosovo ban, however, soon tumed into a program that allowed a min- 
ority of the interwar colonists to return. Nor did the Tito regime give 
loca] Albanian Communists much authority, nor did it open the border 
to massive migration from Albania. Perhaps 25,000 had come between 
1941 and 1948. 

Croatia and Slovenia suffered the largest death toll accompanying the 
Communist consolidation of power. The UstaSa and Slovenian White 
Guard or Chetnik units who had surrendered directly to the Partisans 
in April-May of 1945 or were handed back by the British army were 
executed out of hand. Many members of the much less accountable 
Croatian Home Army (Domobran) and Slovenian Village Guard were 
caught up in this supremely unjudicial process, although the majority 
survived in detention camps. Upwards of 30,000 people, guilty of col- 
laboration but not war crimes, were shot in the Slovenian forests at 
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Bleiburg and Koéevski Rog, acts never acknowledged officially until the 
last years of the second Yugoslavia. 

Judicial proceedings also played a significant, officially trumpeted 
role in the Communist consolidation of power in Croatia. By June 
1945, trials began with the well-deserved conviction of leading figures 
from the Jasenovac death camp and those UstaSa leaders who had not 
escaped to Germany or Italy. The trials quickly grew to include a 
significant number of Catholic priests, some of whom were guilty of 
forced conversions and war crimes. Archbishop Stepinac and other 
high churchmen insisted on their own innocence and pointed to their 
success in saving, among others, several thousand children of Serbs and 
Partisans. Stepinac had none the less made too many public gestures 
implying support for the NDH for his authority to survive unless he 
accepted the Communist regime with open enthusiasm. This was be- 
yond him, let alone taking Tito’s hints that he make the Croatian 
church independent of the Vatican or that he simply leave the country. 
As new measures for civil marriage, the inclusion of church property in 
the land reform, and limits on Catholic schools and press cascaded 
down on the Croatian church, Stepinac responded openly with more 
and harsher criticism than any he had directed at UstaSa leader Ante 
Pavelié.2® His own trial and conviction became inevitable. 

If the evidence of his responsibility for the crimes of the lower clergy 
is still in dispute, the results of his conviction are not. His November 
1946 sentence to prison, later commuted to house arrest until his death 
in 1960, barred him and the Catholic hierarchy from any role in shap- 
ing the second Yugoslavia. Requirements for teaching licenses cut away 
the church’s presence in Croatia’s system of education. Perhaps most 
important, many Serbs remained certain of his guilt and many Croats 
presumed his innocence, transforming the issue of Catholic religious 
rights into an ethnic dispute open to later exploitation. 


Internal borders and an early election 


Tito’s Communist Party and Partisan army were well positioned to 
consolidate political power during the course of 1945. They were simply 
not prepared to tolerate legal opposition or a critical press, whatever 
their anti-fascist credentials. Strong credentials were hard to come by in 
Croatia, where the one large democratic party from the prewar period, 
the HSS, had fractured badly during the war. Many leaders and 
supporters had gone over to the UstaSa or to the Partisans. Party 
chief Vladko Maéek had done neither, but said little before choosing 
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emigration over likely arrest by zealous Croatian Communists. The re- 
maining HSS democrats tried to rally around Marija Radic, the widow 
of party icon Stjepan Radic, but they faced opposition from, Tito’s 
coalition partner, their own colleague Ivan Subaii¢, as well from 
the Croatian Communist Party and its powerful ZAVNOH APparatus. 
Subasi¢ clung to the belief that he could preserve a separate HSS 
identity within a Communist-led coalition. 

In Serbia the leaders of the three surviving parties were ready to join 
in creating a new Yugoslavia, even one without the monarchy. They 
never had a chance either, as the seminal post-Tito critique of Vojislav 
Kogtunica and Kosta Cavoski made clear to Serbian readers during the 
1980s.”° 

Serbia’s Democratic, Republican, and Agrarian Parties faced a Com- 
munist Party of Yugoslavia whose membership had risen by 1945 to a 
formidable 140,000. The previous December, its leadership had adroitly 
transformed the wartime National Liberation Front into a new 
National Front that would contest the elections to the constituent 
assembly in place of the KPJ. By September 1945, Tito’s AVNOJ 
deiegates and a separate Croatian Republican Peasant Party, set up by 
Partisan supporters to exclude poor SubaSié and his few representa- 
tives, dominated the Provisional Assembly. It confirmed the election 
date for November 11, barely six months after Partisan forces had 
secured the western regions. Their struggles had salvaged some honor 
and hope from a disastrous war, and their Communist leadership bene- 
fited from much genuine support. 

While the elections themselves were fairly conducted by secret ballot, 
the campaign that preceded them was a travesty of democratic practice. 
In Croatia, Communist election officials simply struck huge numbers of 
eligible voters from the rolls on grounds of wartime UstaSa activity. In 
Slavonia the fraction approached 40 percent. Marija Radié was able to 
publish only one edition of an independent HSS newspaper before it 
was banned. In Serbia, where less than 5 percent of voters were ex- 
cluded, the fate of the largest opposition party and the one opposition 
newspaper is instructive. The editor of Demokratija, Milan Grol, also 
headed the Democratic Party and the United Opposition, which to- 
gether with Agrarians and Radicals entered the 1945 campaign. His 
prewar views on Bosnia and Macedonia as Serbian patrimonies left him 
open to justified criticism, as did his postwar failure to reach out to 
non-Communists in Croatia. Yet the Communist press tarred Grol as a 
figurehead for “fascist émigrés” and warned his supporters that “the 
people cannot stand idly by.” More explicit physical threats followed. 
Grol and his United Opposition withdrew from the campaign in protest 
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by the end of September. He tried to continue publishing Demokraztja, 
pointing out the irony of Communists doing to opponents before these 
elections what had been done to them after the 1920 balloting for a 
Constituent Assembly (see chapter 4). Belgrade Communists organized 
a student attack on the paper’s offices and used a printers’ boycott to 
stop publication several weeks before the election. 

The only way to express opposition in the subsequent balloting was 
to check the “box without a list” that posed no alternative candidates. 
Republican leader JaSa Prodanovi¢ had originally suggested it, but Tito’s 
lieutenant Edvard Kardelj fastened upon the device once the United 
Opposition withdrew. In the elections for the new Federal Chamber, 
Slovenia recorded the highest share of “empty box votes,” 16.8 per- 
cent, followed by the Vojvodina with 14.6, Serbia with 11.4, and Croatia 
with 8.5. Only in Serbia were there a large number of outright absten- 
tions, 20.8 percent, thus reducing the fraction of eligibles who voted for 
the National Front to 68.3 percent. Even that figure was enough for 
the Communists to trumpet the result as a mandate to shape a new 
Yugoslavia to their desires. The Communists received a somewhat less 
convincing mandate in balloting for the Chamber of Nationalities, with 
10-20 percent opting for the empty box except in Bosnia-Hercegovina, 
Macedonia, and Montenegro. 

A new set of internal borders was needed to replace the controversial 
and inconsistent set of 1941 — basically an enlarged, confederal Croatia 
and an indeterminate Serbia still supported by a country-wide monarchy. 
Now the monarchy stood no chance of regaining its authority. Tito and 
the AVNOJ delegates had already determined that there would be 
six republics, with a separate Macedonia, Montenegro, and Bosnia- 
Hercegovina joining Serbia, Croatia, and Slovenia. The fact if not the 
form of Kosovo and the Vojvodina’s adjunct status to Serbia would 
presumably bar a return to interwar administration from Belgrade. 
Bosnia-Hercegovina had the one set of entirely internal borders. Well 
established before the First World War, they were reaffirmed with the 
addition of Neum to provide an outlet to the Adriatic. The only borders 
of the new Macedonia republic, proclaimed in August 1944, to raise 
controversy were those with Bulgaria and Greece. Tito had initially 
proposed to incorporate the Pirin region on the Bulgarian side, and many 
Greeks worried that their Aegean region was also to be included.*° 
Slovenia saw its western border expanded to include ethnic fellows 
previously under Fascist Italy, if not the largely Italian port of Trieste that 
Tito also coveted. Although the Pirin question wouid persist until 1948 
and the Italian border would be disputed until 1954 (see chapter 8), 
the internal borders of two other republics posed longer-term problems. 
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The borders fixed for Croatia and Montenegro drew the Communist 
leadership into ethnic adjudication that would openly be held against 
them by the 1980s.” Absorbing the larger part of the Istrian Peninsula 
from Italy made Croatia a net gainer, but condemned the 50,000 
Italians living there to an effective if largely bloodless campaign of 
ethnic cleansing that began in 1945 and continued into the early 1950s. 
That gain was seen as compensating Croatia for a loss further down 
the Adriatic coast. A largely Montenegrin population up to the Bay of 
Kotor on the southern end of the historically Dalmatian coast justified 
the bay’s award to Montenegro, which also received the largest part of 
the Sandzak of Novi Pazar and its minority of Turkish Muslims. His- 
torically and ethnically, the SandZak was closer to Bosnia-Hercegovina, 
but the disproportionate role of the Montenegrin Partisans in the Sec- 
ond World War made their republic the safer custodian of this volatile 
region for the Communist regime. 

Finally there was the border between Croatia and the Vojvodina. Its 
large German minority had fled, but an equally large and presumably 
unreconciled Hungarian minority was still in place. In June 1945, Tito 
appointed Milovan Djilas to preside over a commission specially charged 
with drawing that border. Its northern and southern reaches were trouble- 
some. To the north, the population of the Subotica area bordering 
Hungary was largely Hungarian or bunjevct Catholics, who by this time 
considered themselves Croatian. Yet the area was deemed too sensitive 
for Serbia and too important to Communist plans for new colonization 
to be cut off from Belgrade. In the south, the long-Habsburg but largely 
Serb Srem had been given to the Croatian banate under the 1939 
Sporazum, much to the indignation of Serb nationalists. Now it was 
fatefully divided. Counties from Vukovar and Borovo north went to 
Croatia and several southern counties to Serbia. In the middle of 
Croatia’s share was what Branko Petranovi¢ has called a Serbian oasis. 
Yet neither it nor the several larger Serb areas in Croatia received any 
separate standing. Tito had long since rejected Moa Pijade’s wartime 
suggestion that one or more autonomous Serb regions be created in the 
new Croatian republic. Ethnic reconciliation might be better served, 
Djilas argued in 1945, by moving the capital from Belgrade to Sarajevo. 
The other party leaders quickly rejected the suggestion on the grounds 
that the Bosnian city lacked infrastructure and an accessible location. 
One may well wonder what difference the move would have made. At 
the same time, of course, Communist power seemed too solid and 
monolithic as the new Constituent Assembly convened in January 1946 
to make serious debate of such territorial issues necessary. 


8 Founding the second Yugoslavia, 
1946-1953 


What sort of state emerged from the limited popular mandate of the 
Partisan war effort and the unlimited power left in Communist hands 
at the end of the war? It was easy to make the second Yugoslavia a 
republic. Communist representatives of the Popular Front dominated 
the newly elected Constituent Assembly. It convened in Belgrade on 
November 29, 1945, a date chosen to mark the second anniversary of 
AVNOJ’s proclamation of a provisional Partisan government in Jajce. 
The delegates voted unanimously to abolish the monarchy, ending the 
regency of the exiled King Petar II, in whose name Tito had ruled as 
prime minister since March. The new Federal People’s Republic of 
Yugoslavia (SNRJ) now took its place. 

The second Yugoslavia had precisely twice as much time as the first 
to establish itself. Its birth was as bloody as the first. Like the First 
World War, it cost nearly 2 million dead and unborn, if all of the likely 
losses of 1945-46 are added to those of the Second World War. The 
international environment after 1945 proved to be more favorable, be- 
ginning with the addition of the Istrian peninsula from Italy. The new 
federation nonetheless failed to survive the collapse of the Soviet bloc, 
from which it had spent virtually the entire postwar period differentiat- 
ing itself. This chapter explores one major source of that post-1989 
breakup. Yugoslavia as a socialist federation simply did not change as 
much during the formative period from 1946 to 1953 as its theories of 
local democracy and workers’ self-management promised. The initial 
intent was simply to follow the Soviet model, where a hierarchical party 
apparatus controlled a fictional federation and pursued rapid devel- 
opment of heavy industry. The famous Tito~-Stalin split of 1948 only 
strengthened a postwar siege mentality. 

The various drawbacks of the Soviet model, plus the desire to repu- 
diate it publicly, still pushed Tito’s Politburo toward a new theory of 
decentralized socialism. Specifically intended to replace the Soviet-style 
constitution of 1946, the 1953 constitution embodied the new theory. 
The new practice was not a cynical exercise, but its principal effect was 
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